


TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE
FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATICHN

Meeting of Novemper 5, 198%S

Dr. Jean Hebeler, Chairperson of the Task Fforce to Study
the Funding of Special Education, opened the meeting of the
Task Force on Novemper S, 1385, at approximately 2:45 A.M.

Fresent were the following:

Jean Hecgeler Dr. Eugene MclLoone
Macy Ellis Mr. David Ricker
Chester Bullard Mr. Sacha Licczenko,
Dr. Gail K. Robinscn representing Mr. Frank Farrow
Ms. Deborah Kendig Ms. Ilene Cohen
Ms. Sarah Johnson Mr. Stanley Mopsik
Dr. Claud Xitchnen Senator Howard Denis
Mr.Norman Moore Senator Arthur Dcrm
Delegate Nancy Murchy Senator Barbara Hoffman
Mr. Pete Holt Senator Julian s
Ms. Ellen Culbertson,
representing Delegarte
Donald Hughes

A number of interested parties were also in attencance.
(Attachment I)

Introductions

Since this was the first meeting of the Task Force, Dr. Hebeler
introduced the members present. She further stated that a Task
Force of this size would of necessity require support and she
introduced staff from the Department of Budget & Fiscal Planning
and starff from the Division of ‘Special Educaticn, Maryland State
Department of Education. Staff support will be aveilable from
the two Departments.

Charge to the Task Force

The charge to the Task Force by Govermor Hughes was distributed.
(Attachment IT)




Dr. Hebeler stated that in the future meetings of the Task Force
will be held in surroundings more suitable to dialogue.

A mailing list of advocates will be developed to receive pertinent
information. It was requestaed that advocates interested in receiving
material leave their names and addresses with the recording secretary.

A time frame and proposed meeting dates were distributed for the
Task Force. (Attachment III) Dr. Hebeler asked for comments. Senator
Dorman called attention to the fact that the legislators might find it
difficult to attend the meetings on the dates the legislature was in session.
He requested that January 22, 1986, be changed to 3 or 4 PM to facilitate
attendance.

Agencies, Organizations, etc. to Provide Testimony

Dr. Hebeler further stated that a number of agencies would be requested
to provide data and material as needed and invited to provide testimony.
A list of agencies and organizations that would be invited was distributed
to the Task Force. (Attachment IV) It was further noted that although only
the state agencies were delineated, federal data, where appropriate, would
also be included.

Relevant material will be collected and distributed relative special
education funding nationally, Dr. McLoone will furnish data, and

Dr. Hebeler requested other members to submit other relevant material.

For Task Force members without reimbursement through agencies,
expense forms can be obtained from the Recording Secretary.

Status Report on Funding for Special Education

Dr. Hebeler introduced Mrs. Martha J. Irvin, Assistant State Superintendent,
Division of Special Education, who stated that the Division of Special Educ-
ation had gathered material to provide background for the study of the
Task Force. She further introduced Mr. Richard Steinke, Director, Division
of Special Education, to present the material prepared. The ''Report
to the Task Force on Special Education Funding by the laryland State
Department of Education,'" November 5, 1985, was distributed to the Task
Force at this meeting.

Considerable discussion followed Mr. Steinke's presentation. The major
topics discussed included:

1. Projection of handicapped students to be served in comparison
to general population figures and population trends.

Effect of Federal action in other states to enforce child
count ceiling of 12%.

Needs of specific populations for special education and
related services, i.e., medically fragile children, increases

in brain injured children, growing number of teenage pregnancies.

Total nonpublic school placements including placements not
requiring MSDE approval.

Impact of teacher shortage on special education programs.




Dr. Hebeler thanked Mr. Steinke for a thorough and informative
presentation and also thanked the staff of the Division of Special
Education for its contribution.

It was requested that the Task Force and interested parties
submit for the consideration of the Task Force areas in special
education in which gaps or problem needs can be identified. At
the same time, Dr. Hebeler suggested that information may be presented
to the Task Force emphasizing areas in which special education
programs are doing well.

NEXT MEETING

Dr. Hebeler stated that the next meeting of the Task Force would
be on November 26, 1985, at 9:30 a.m. tembers will be notified of the
location. At this time an indepth review of other programs would be
considered.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at approx-
imately 11:30 a.m.

. Sciukas
Recording Secretary




ATTACHMENT T

INTERESTED PARTIES

ATTENDANCE SHEET
TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
NOVEMBER 5, 1985

Sheila Tolliver, Governor's Office
Lois Stoner, Montgomery County Public Schools
Maureen K. Steinecke, Maryland Association of Boards of Education
Tom Gray, Maryland State Teachers' Association
Loulse Rothschild, Christian Services, USA
Juanita Lewis, Baltimore City Public Schools
Department of Fiscal Services:
Linda Stahr
Steven Feinstein
H.R. Sheely, IV

Department of Education:
Judy Sachwald

Martha J.Irvin
Richard Steinke
Ronald Rey
Brian Rice
DeWitt Clark
P.B. Flynn




ATTACHMENT II

Charges - Task Force to Study the

Funding of Special Education

examine the adequacy and equity of the present
formuia for funding excess costs of special
education;

consider relationships among funding options,
placement decisions, and service delivery;

analyze the funding approaches for costs of
nonpublic special education placements and for
education and related costs for cnildren in State
hospitals and treatment centers:

recommend funding options for both excess costs of
public school placements and for costs of nonpublic
and institutional placements. These recommendations
should ensure appropriate State and local particpa-
tion and balance. They should promote placement in
the lease restrictive environment and appropriate
transitional and follow-up care for those changing
levels or types of placement. Moreover, the
funding strategy should promote equity for tax-
payers and for handicapped children.




ATTACHMENT III

Task Force to Study
The Funding of Special Education

Meeting dates scheduled through January, 1986:

Tuesday
Tuesday
Wednesday
Tuesday

Wednesday

November 5, 1985
Novemper 26, 1985
December 11, 1985
January 7, 1986

January 22, 1986 Time to be announced.




ATTACHMENT

Task Force to Study
The Funding of Special Education

Time Frame

Data gathering, input, testimony, etc.

January, 1986

Data analysis - need determination, etc.

March, 1986

Examination of Options

June, 1986

Final Recommendations

September, 1986




ATTACHMENT IV

Task Force to Study
The Funding of Special Education

Agencies, Organizations, etc., to be invited to provide testimony (preliminary)

aA.

Public Agercies
Maryland State Department of Education

-Division of Special Education

-Division of Vocaticnal Rehabilitation

-Division of Vocational Education - including Correctional Education
Branch

Department of Public Safety and Correctional Services

~Division of Corrections

Department of Health and Mental Hygiene

-Mental Hygiene Administration

-Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities Administration

-Juvenile Services Administration

State Coordinating Council for Residential Placement for Handicapped
Children

Service Providers
Local Education Systems

State Operated Programs
Non-Public Programs

Advocate Groups




TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE
FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

Meeting of November 26, 1985

Dr. Jean Hebeler, Chairperson of the Task Force to Study
the Funding of Special Education, opened the meeting of the
Task Force on November 26, 1985, at approximately 9:45 a.m.

Present were the following:

Dr. Jean Hebeler, Chairperson

Mr. Chester Bullard, Juvenile Services Administration

Ms. Ilene S. Cohen, Office of Handicapped Individuals

Dr. Mary Elizabeth Ellis, MD State Board of Education

Mr., Frank Farrow, Department of Human Resources -

Senator Barbara Hoffman, MD State Senate

Mr. Pete Holt, Office of Management and Budget, Montgomery Co.
Delegate Donald K. Hughes, MD House of Delegates

Ms. Sarah J. Johnson, Prince George's Co. Board of Education
Ms. Deborah Kendig, Howard Co. Board of Education

Ms. Marsha Mazz, Advocate, Prince George's County

Dr. Eugene P. McLoone, University of Maryland

Mr. Norman J. Moore, Talbot Countv Superintendent of Education
Mr. Stanley Mopsik, Children's Guild, Inc.

Delegate Nancy L. Murphv, MD House of Delegates

Mr. David G. Ricker, Dept. of Budget and Fiscal Planning

Adoption of Minutes

The minutes of the November 5, 1985, meeting were corrected to
read as follows:

"Introductions

Since this was the first meeting of the Task Force, Dr. Hebeler
introduced the members present. She further stated that a

Task Force of this size would of necessity require support and
she introduced staff from the Department of Fiscal Services

and staff from the Division of Special Educaticn, Maryland
State Department of Education. Staff support will be available
from the two Departments."

The minutes with the said correction were adcpted,




Review of Initiatives, Needs, and Ongoing Effective Programs

Mrs. Martha Fields, Assistant State Superintendent, Division
of Special Education, spoke to the Task Force on "Special Education
Program Areas in Need of Enhancement' and "Special Education
Program Initiatives Which Have Received National Recognition." It
was requested that a copy of the presentation be forwarded to the
Task Force. (Attachment I) 1

Discussion was held on the presentation and the Task Force
requested that additional data be forwarded to them regarding
head trauma cases and a breakdown showing preschool children by
disability.

As requested at the November 5, 1985 meeting, a chart
entitled "Nonpublic Placements Not Requiring State Approval for
School Year 1984-85" was distributed to the members of the Task
Force. (Attachment II)

Programs and Funding Data for Serving Handicapped

Division of Vocational Rehabilitation

Mrs, Fields presented to the Task Force Mr. Joseph Onder,
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, who presented information
on the purpose, staffing, and accomplishments of the Division of

Vocational Rehabilitacion. Mr. Onder was requested to furnish the
Task Force a copy of his statements. (Attachment ITII)

Discussion was had on the material presented. The Task Force
expressed interest in the manner of referral of students from Special
Education to Vocational Rehabilitation, shortage of starf, influence
of Social Security requirements, role of local ARD Committees, and
a need for a shared student and services data base. Mr. Onder was
requested to forward to the Task Force information and relevant
material pertaining to handicapped children under 21 years of age
served by Vocational Rehabilitation,

Division of Vocational-Technical Education

Mrs. Fields introduced Mr. Gerald Day, Division of Vocational-
Technical Education, who distributed to the Task Force a "Report
to the Task Force on Special Education Funding, dated November 26,
1985." and a "Handbook for Vocational Support Service Teams in
Maryland, 1984." Mr. Day gave an overview of Vocational-Technical
Education, with a slide presentation.

A number of subjects were discussed relative to vocational-
technical education, such as the development of an IEP for each
student, effect of the Carl D. Perkins Act, qualifications of
trainers, definition of handicap by Vocational-Technical Education
standards, programs being offered in private schools, agreements with




community colleges and private schools, and matching of funds.
Mr. Day was requested to forward to the Task Force FY '85
figures relative to handicapped students in vocational programs.

Qffice of Correctional Education

Mr. John Linton, Office of Correctional Education was
introduced by Mrs. Fields. He distributed to the Task Force a
"Report to the Task Force on Special Education Funding, Office
of Correctional Education, November 26, 1985."

Discussion was held on the report and interest was expressed
in the reading levels of students in correctional education programs.
Correctional programs are voluntary, except for inmates with reading
levels less than fifth grade, who are required to enroll in a ninety
day educational program. Payment is made to participants but it is
less than that offered in other areas. Some of the areas of need
were seen as overcrowding and lack of space at some sites, as well
as the movement of the population among institutional facilities.

Next Meetin

Dr. Hebeler stated that the next meeting of the Task Force
would be on December 11, 1985, at 9:3C A.M, in Room 100, Senate
Office Building, Annapolis, Maryvland.

Adiournment

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at
approximately 12:30 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,
Y 7
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Lot Sl e .
Mildred r-iukas
Recording Secretary




INTERESTED PARTIES
ATTENDANCE SHEET
TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

November 26, 1985

Avrum S. Shavrick, Department of Health and Mental Hygiene

Lois Stoner, Montgomery County Public Schools

Maureen K. Steinecke, Maryland Association of Boards .of
Education

Department of Education:

Judith Sachwald
Martha J. Fields
Richard Steinke
Patty Flvan
Gerald Day

Joseph Onder




SPECTAL EDUCATION PROGRAM AREAS IN NEED CF ENHANCEMENT

[. Severely Handicapped

o

Medically Fragile Children - With continuing advances in medical
science, especially in the area of neonatal care, we are seeing low
birth weight infants and children with a variety of respiratory
impairments entering public scnool programs. Quite often these infants
require special education proyrams characterized Dy a broad range of
related services. Many of these children nhave severe and multipie
meaical problems and are gepengent on technical medical equipment and

‘speciaiized supervision.

There are very distinct impiications for providing educational services
ta these infants ana younc children. Questions 1nvolving s'gf
preparation and onc¢oing training in medical ana health fields ¢
to individual cnilaren's praolens will nead to be aaaress
youngsters enter guoliic scnooil orograms. The availapilit
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Services to Emotionally Hanaicapped Students - Providing aporooriate and
eTfective £dqucation and railatea sarvices to severely emoticnally hanai-
cacped students are currently among the most challenging areas of
service delivery. Currently, there are a number of special projects
ungerway in local education icencies to expand and ennance eaucation and
related service opportunities for severely hanaicapped children and
adolescents. There has been progress in this area through concerted
efforts of LEAs. However, if you were to examine the diagnoses of the
children in residential programs both in ana outside the State, you
would find that tne majority of the children are severely emotionally
disturbed or have a severe emotional problem in conjunction with another
disability. Severely emotionally disturbed children and adolescents
require a wide range of related services in addition to special
education instruction. The nature of this isability often impacts
adversely on school environments, children's families, and tneir
communities.

A recent review of diagnostic information conducted by specialists from
the Mental Hygiene Administration of children in nonpublic residential
placements has yielded a range of functional disabilities within the
category of severe emotional disturbance that can best be described as




"pervasive developmental 41 sabi 4Ly, " 1 The characteristics of many
children classified as severely emotionally disturbed shows dysfunction
in a range of developmental areas such as Janquage fluency, intellectual
and perceptive abilities, social development, and behavior control.

The scope of needed services to properly address the mental health needs
of children was the subject of a special Governor's Commission
established by tne General Assemply during its 1981 session. The
Commission was chaired by Senator Julian Lapides and set forth a number
of important findings and recommendations. Implementation of these
recommendations involve & aumoer of agencies, but the need for expanded
and enriched education programs was among them.

Severely Brain Injured Children - As in tne case of the mecgically

fragile intrants, medical aavances have succeeded in increasing the
suryival chances of cnildren who have sustained severe brain injury and
would propably not nave survived the trauma just a few years ago. Quite
often following hospitalization and some degree of rehabilitazion, brain
injured cnilaren ~eenroll in special school programs. fach c¢nitd
possessas very indiviaualized and spacific neeas within both instruc-
tional orograms and in senavior management. Quite often the services
within even the most comprenensive pubit e school soecial education
centars grove 0 D¢ insufficient ©o maintain the brain injurec cnild.
0f-en thes2 younasters Must o€ ~afarred to rasidential education
programs. Currently, thers are no spacifically designed resicantial
programs for these cnildren's long term care within the Stata.
consequently, services are s gnt outside Maryland.

r
Ll

5
a
3
o]
pecial education instruction and specifically
s, some cniidren with severe SrEenin & el
ement Sotn in tne education and resigential
-~3ta tne complexities of tnis nopulation, I

In addition to intense
railored r~elated servi
~oqyt~2 one-to-0ne man
serzings. 1o nelp i3
nave a student Te

E
ce
ag
us

-

Services to Low Incidence Handicaoped Children in Rural Areas - There
are speciai problems assoctated witn tne provision of services to 1ow
incidence hanaicapped chilaren in rural areas. Low incidence as dsed
hera also refers to emotionally disturped. Two of the major proolems
are related to the recruitment and ~atention of necessary special izea
staff ana the identification of a neritical mass" of youngsters needing

a particular service witnin a geographical region,

11. Secondary School Programs

o

Mildly Handicapped Children - Secondary school programs for mildly
hanascapped cnildren are & concern nationally. Maryland reflects a
national phenomenon concerning special education service delivery 1O
mildly nandicapped students at the secondary school level wno are
attending programs in general comprehensive high schoals. Eitner
because of the nature of high schools relative to their size and goals
or as a result of emphasis on the development of elementary school
special education services over the past years, secondary special
education programs have not flurished.




During the past several years, Maryland's local education agencies have
been emphasizing the growth of secondary education programs for
children. Improve~ent in both basic instruction programs and in the
provision of vocational educational services has occurred due to this
emphasis. However, discussions with LEA personnel will yield a very
frank conclusion that much more needs to be done, especially in the area
of increased vocational opportunities. This will mean not only con-
ducting a student's needs assessment, but also an expansion of genuine
vocational program cpportunities within either comprehensive high
schools or vocational educational centers.

° Transition €rom Scnool to Work - This important area has received both
national ana stats attention. School systems are attempling to better
prepare students to enter the world of work or other post seccnaary
activity, and often provide assistance to the student as tney enter the
world of work. A numoer of local education agencies have transition
programs ungerway. Many are seeking short term grants from the U.S.
Department of Zaucation to temporarily support this program activit
If transition services are to fu](il] their intended o“ject‘vos Ol
faci 1 tat.nu EiNe movement of nandicaoped students to the world o
and continued training, c*t‘ona] resources far additional
training will ba neegsed.

State (Operated Procrams

. T

Tr S AL Cilities = | 'eal'ze that tne Task Force
=30 concerning egucation programs in the
ntal Hygiene res:gential facilities from
'he"nro'e, my canments are of a ceneral
on's obsarvatians.

“tlun

IS 3 Q1
et 1%

5
c
é
A
2
&

SIS

The handicappea scnool age fooulation in MRA residential facilities con-
tinues to decline. Currently, information availabie tc the Department
shows that 106 cnildren receive tneir eaucaticn in the three state run
facilities: Rosewooa Center, Holly Center, and Great Jaks; this
compares witn 138 last year.

As discussed auring tne Novempber 5, 1385 meeting of the Task Force, tne
Educational Coorainating Council for State Hospitals and Juvenile
Institutions: (ECC) recommendations contained in their October 1, 1984
report reflect the Department's views regaraing MRA programs.

With regard to MHA, the ECC accurately described the diverse patterns
through which the education programs are both operatad and funded. As
in the instance of MRA programs, the Council set forth recommendations
for MHA. The recommendations were that by 1989, all RICA education
programs should be comparable and snould deveiop ongoing agreements with
LEAs for the operation of education programs. These recommendations are
consistent with H.B. 1268 passed during the 1984 session of the General
Assembly. In each instance concerning the three RICAs, a satisfactory
methoa of funding the programs is a central prerequisite needed to
accomplish the goal of the General Assembly and the ECC.




Insofar as eaucation programs in psychiatric hospitals are concerned,
the ECC did not offer specific recommendations due to the complex nature
and changes being contemplated for those programs at the time the report
was developed.

The Juveniie Services Administration programs represent the largest
totally state operated programs in Maryland. The special education pro-
grams in JSA facilities require thoughtful development and enhancement.
I am sure that you are aware of Secretary Wilzak's recent proposal
concerning a number of operations within JSA including facility plans,
classification operations, staff increases, and program modifications.

I would prefer to reserve any further comments in this area until after
a review of JSA Dy that acministration and officials is presented.

IV. Related Services

Guidance and Psycholoaical Services - These related service areas are
Important o successtui cniid icentification, evaluation and planning
activities. As a result of the critical role in tnese areas, counseiors
and school psvchologists spend tne majerity of their time maintaining
compliance in these areas. The gersonnei in these areas have limitea
opportunities to meet all cut the most basic needs of stucents in many
instances.

in the numper of couns2icrs ana psycnclogists for ennancements
ana group ccunselling as well as increasea involvement
re central to better meeling the needs of many nanai-
ce g and are critical insofar as tne seversly emoticnaily
CHlR0e : ncerned.
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Cccupational ana Physical Therapv - Tne recruitment and ret
gccupational ana pnysical tnerapists continues To present p
a result, tners ara *nsufficient gersonnmel in tTnese areas t
neeas. Locai eaucation agencies fina themselves competing w
hospitals, renabilication service programs, public ana privat
service provigers, and, often, with eacn other for both recen
and exparienced professionals in these fields. This problem
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V. Technologqv

The area of technology has just begun to be applied to special education
programs. Mempers of our school systems are utilizing the computer to
assist witn administrative and management problems. The use of
computer-assisted instruction must be available to handicapped cnildren.
Additionally, we have far to go in the utilization of acaptive devices
for school-aged handicapped people.

Y1. Program Evaluation

This area has not been emphasized over the past several years as we have
tried to meet with the mancates of the provision of direct services to
chilaren. Yet, it is required in federal law and is necessary to insure
that aquality special education services are being provided and that they
make a difterence in the adult 1ife of a disabled person.




Attachment I

STUDENT PROFILE
Ventilator Assisted Child

* Sally Aon is a perky, blond five year old

She attends public school

She is the"product" of advanced medical technology which has
kept her alive since her premature birth

She has a lung disorder often caused by prematurity

ler lung disorder is so severe that she would probably die if
her array of complex life support machinery failed for a short
time

She needs to be monitored 24 hours a day by a R.N.

Her medical care costs 5110,000 to $120,000 each vear

Her family's health insurance is nearly "used up"

To qualify for publiclyv assisted medical reimbursement her
family must first spend all of their assets before they can
qualify for medicaid (unless they have a "waiver" a la Katie
Seckett) ’

Medicaid will not cover the costs of a R.N. away Irom hcme,

or at school

An in-class“program is the L.7.Z. for Sally Anmn

It is anticipated that she will need technological support fer
the rest of her 1life

For the sake of confidentiality, the name is fictitious, but the child's
description closely resembles that of a current student attending a
Maryland public school




Attachment II
STUDENT PROFILE

Brain Injured Child
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Behaviors(cont.)

Toileting
An average of 2 accidents per day.
Kncwn to smear feces.

»

.
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cour with these behaviors are tantruming, self

I @ther preblem <h 2
abuse, veroal mezl time croblem.
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The Brain - Injured Child

The term brain-injured child is used to refer to those children who
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SPECTIAL EDUCATION PROGRAM INITIATIVES WHICH HAVE
RECZIVED NATIONAL RECOGNITION

There are several areas of special education programming for which
Maryland has received national recognition. These program areas include:

Preschool

Maryland is one of about five or six states who serve handicapped
children from 2irth. On Decemoer 1, 1984, we were serving:

1 handicapped children birth to two years
.358 children three to five years
,/09 Total

We have aeveloped a comprehensive curriculum guide for this program

reg and a series of publications for parents. we currently nave a
State Development Grant wnicn is focusing on parent involvement and
interagency cocperation.

Learning Disapilities Project

have haa underway for several years an initiative wnich i3 iooking
diagnostic and instructional processes for learning agisanlea
Currently, 22 of the school systems have agocteg tne

we have deveioped a diagnostic nandbook and nave an instruc-
in grarft form. Consigerable training nas taken place

ving local scheol level personnel.

LeasT Restrictive Environment Prorect

the third year of an injtiative that is examining the
for implementing the placement of cnildren in the least
ve environment (LRE)., There are nine school Ssystems wnich
! ting a variety of practices that are designed to result in the
refinement of the cecision making process relative o LRE and the
ennancement of special education programming of Stucents who are
mainstreamed.

Parent Training

The Maryland State Department of Education has provided training to
teams from local school systems consisting of an educator and a
parent. The teams in turn train parents at the local level. We are
pleased with the quality of the training but we feel that more needs
to be done.
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In recognizing the tenth anniversary of the enactment of this
law, we acknowledge the many contributions of disabled youngsters,
parents, teachers, and administrators; and we reaffirm congressional
support for the primary goal of the legislation. We also know that
a lot remains to be done. I will continue to be a strong supporter

of programs for the handicapced.

With kindest regards, I am
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VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

November 26, 1985

Legal Bagis

The Maryland Divsion of Vocational Rehabiitation, State De--
partment of Education, was established by the Legislature in
1929. Vocational Rehabilitation is a cooperative Federal-State
program with legal basis in the Vocational Rehabilitation Act of
1973 (PL 93-112) as amended and the State Education Article,
Public School Laws of Maryland, Title 21, Subtitle 3.

All state vocational rehabilitation programs in the Urnited
States are joint state-federal grant-in-aid programs. TFederal
participation is provided under the terms of the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act as amended. Responsibiity for the administra-
tion of the federal laws is lodged in the United States Depart-
ment of Education. Within the Federal Department of Education,
the Rehabl{litation Services Administration (RSA) administers the
federal aspects of the state-federal program. The Secretary of
Education is authorized to promulgate regulations governing the
implementations of the Act, and Regulations are published in the
Federal Register as they are issued. A state plan fcr wvocational
rehabilitation is required and periodically published in the
Maryland Register. The Maryland State Plan for Vocational-
Rehabilitation becomes the blueprint and legal document, as
interpreted, under which the Division operates.

In addition to the Regulations and State Plan, the RSA
publishes a Vocational Rehabilitation Manual which contains
detailed instructions regarding client eligibility reguirements,
case recording, standards for procedures of service, standards
for termination of services and other aspects of the vocational
rehabilitation process.

s SO Bl
The purpose of vocational rehabilitation is:

1. The vocational re-establishment of persons with employ-
ment experience who become vocationally handicapped as a
result of disability;

The establishment in gainful occupation of persons with-
out employment experience who are disabled, and whose
normal opportunity for employment is materially affected
by reason of such disability; and

The retention in suitable employment of disabled persons
who are or may reasonably be expected to pecome vocation-
ally handicapped in such employment.
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Under present law and regulation, vocational rehabilitation
is an eligibility program. The eligibility requirements are as
follows:

1. The individual must have a phvsical or mental disability
which for that individual constitutes or results in a
substantial handicap to employment; and

Vocational Rehabilitation services may benefit the indi-
vidual in terms of employability.

To determine eligibility, the Rehabilitation Counselor must
undertake a thorough diagnostic study. The counselor obtains
reports and evaluations concerning the current health status of
the person and should it be necessary will obtain specialist re-
ports. In determining whether there is a substantial handicap to
employment and reasonable expectation of employability, the
evaluation will include:

1S Functional limitations

2. Vocational strengths such as skills, abilities, motiva-
tion, health

Relevant social history, housing, transportation
availability ]

Employment history, transferable skills
Employment goals
6. Employment opportunities

If the counselor cannot determine feasibility for employment,
he/she may choose toc use eighteen months of extended evaluation
in order to make the final decision. In order to use extenced
evaluation, the existence of a physical or mental handicap must
be previously documented by indicating that the handicap con-
stitutes or results in a substantial handicap to employment.

When all evaluation data has been collected and eligibility
has been declared, an Individualized Written Rehabilitation Pro-
gram (IWRP) is developed. The IWRP includes a suitable, at-
tainable employment objective which is consistent with the
client's interests, abilities and limitations. The IWRP is a
plan that gives the specific steps to be taken in order to
achieve the client's rehabilitation. The IWRP must call for one
or more of the three major rehabilitation services: Counseling
and Guidance, Restoration Services, and Training.

Upon completion of services, both counselor and client ac-
tively pursue employment using job developing, job-seeking skills
training, family and friends, other agencies and direct placement




afforts. Employmenz objectives for vocational rehabilitation
clientele include: (1) Competitive labor market; (2) Sheltered
Workshop; and (3) Self-employment. Other vocational goals which
are permitted by current law and requlations include homemaker
and unpaid family worker. ;

Qther Closures

Throughout the rehabilitation process, persons referred and
applicants for services will be closed when:

1. A client fails to meet the basic eligibility criteria
2. Unabtle to locate the person

The individual declines further services

Death

Institutionalized

Failure to cooperate

7. Moved

8. Handicap too severe or unfavorable medical report

Federal/State vocational rehabilitation programs as operated
in Maryland and other states serve a limited number of each
state's handicapped population because it is a vocational pro-
gram. Its numbers are small compared to the handicapped popula-
tion at large; however, once an eligibility determinaticn has
been made, it is a program able to operate with remarkable
flexibility and diverse resources.

Organjzation of Vocational Rehab £l

The Central Office of the Division of Vocational Rehabilita-
tion is located in the Maryland State Education Building in
Baltimore.

Client services is organized into six administrative regions.
In ocrder to provide rehabilitation services to disabled persons
in their home communities, a network of local offices has been
established (28). Each regional office is administered by a
Rehabilitation Coordinator, who under the direction of the Direc-
tor of Field Operations, is responsible for the development of
cooperative agreements in the region; recruitment, training and
supervision of staff within the region; the preparation and sub-
mission of State and federal reports as required; and the general
administration of the vocational rehabilitation program through-
out the region.

The Maryland Rehabilitation Center (MRC) operated by the Di-
vision of Vocational Rehabilitation is a comprehensive facility




providing services to the clients of the Division. The MRC pro-
vides evaluation, training and supportive services to handicapped

citizens of the State. It provides

a valuable resource to

rehabilitation counselors and clients in the rehabilitation

process.

Staffing Operations — Field Operations

Region I Western Maryland (Howard, Carroll, Frederick,
Washington, Allegany, and Garrett Counties

1 Rehabilitation
4 Rehabilitation
Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation

Coordinator
Supervisors
Counselors

Specialists

Part-Time Medical Advisor

Clerical Staff

TOTALS 45 Full-time

1 Part-time (Physician)

Region II Suburban Washington
ery Counties)

1 - Rehabilitation

4 Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation

{(Prince George's and Mcntgom-

Coordinator
Supervisors
Counselors

Specialists

Part-time Medical Advisor

Clerical staff

TOTALS 46 Full-time

1 Part-time (Physician)




Region III Baltimore City

1 ~

2

Rehabilitation
Administrative
Rehabilitation
Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation

Coordinator
Supervisors
Supervisors
Counselors

Specialists

Part~time Medical Advisor

Clerical Staff

82 Full-time

1 Part-time (Physician)

Region IV Central Maryland (Baltimore and

i1 -

4

TOTALS

Rehabilitation

Rehabilitation

Renabilitation

Rehabilitation

Part-time Medic

Clerical ctaff

42 Full-time

Coordinator
Supervisors
Counselors

Specialists

al Advisor

1 Part-time (Physician)

Harford Ccunties)




Eastern Shore (Cecil, Xent, Queen Anne, Caroline,
Talbot, Wicomico, Dorchester, Worcester and
Somerset Counties)
1 Rehabilitation Coordinator
2 Rehabilitation Supervisors
Rehabilitation Counselors

Rehabilitation Specialists

Part—-time Medical Advisors

Clerical Staff
TOTALS 25 Full-time
2 Part-time (Physicians)
Region VI  Southern Maryland (Anne Arundel, Charles, Calvert
and St. Mary's Counties)
1 Rehabilitation Coordinator
3 Rehabilitation Supervisors
Rehabilitation Counselors
Rehabilitation Specialists
Part-time Medical Advisor
Clerical sStaff
TOTALS 30 Full-time

1 Part-time (Physician)

STATE TOTALS Full-time

Part-time (Physicians)

In addition to counseling staf for each region, teaching ser-
vices for the blind, vocational evaluation and job development
are provided.

Another operational component 'of the Division is the Dis-
ability Determination Services which adjudicates Social Security
Administration claims for the federal government.




Vocational Rehabilitation requires an economic means test of
prospective clients prior to the provisions of services. Excep~
tions to the means test are diagnositic services, counseling and
guidance and placement services. The Division must also seek
similar benefits, when available, prior to spending Vocational
Rehabilitation funds.

EYI 31983 PiY R1 984 EY 1985

Total cases on the rolls 32,169 31,277 8040716
Total rehabilitations 3,418 3515107 3,729

Total severely handicapped
on rolls 11,703 11,611 10,892

Total severely handicapped
rehabilitated . 2,066 25+ 52108

New referrals 15,581 15,413
Accepted for service 5,245 5,875
Plans developed for clients 1,765 5,266
Average counselor caseload size 287 263

Cost per rehabilitation $5,906 $6,058

Tvnes-of Servigeg Provided by Vocational Rehabilitation

A. Diagnostic and Evaluation

Medical
Psychiatric
Psychological
Vocational
Surgery and Treatment
Medical
Psychiatric

Physical Therapy

Occupational Therapy

Speech Therapy




C. Appliances
Limbs
Braces
Hearing Aids
Glasses
Wheelchairs

D. Hospitalization

E. Training
College
Private Vocational
Public Vocational
Business Schools
Sheltered Workshop

Correspondence

Maintenance

Other Services
Reader/Interpreter
Tools and Equipment
Attendant Care
Transportation

Placement Services

a e 7 4

Blind and Visually Impaired Mental Retardation

Deaf and Hard of Hearing Colostomies

Cerebral Palsy Malignancies

Congenital Malformation Allergies

Arthritis : Diabetes Mellitus




Stroke Cystic Fibrosis

Poliomyelitis Hemophilia

Muscular Dystrophy Sickle Cell Anemia

Multiple Sclerosis Epilepsy

Parkinson's Disease . Heart Disease

Amputations Respiratory Diseases

Paraplegia Genito-urinary Disordors

Quadraplegia Speech Impairments

Psychotic Disorders Diseases of the Skins

Psychoneurotic Disorders Other Developmental Disorders

The above listing is not totally inclusive but covers the
majority of disabilities served. Funding for Vocational
Rehabilitation is jointly provided by both federal and State
governments on a 80%/20% basis with the federal government
supplying the 80% pertion of the money appropriated for

vocational rehabilitation purposes. The budget for Fiscal Year
1986 is as follows:

Administration 2y 91957 ;17318

Field Operations - 9,284,779

Case Services 6,188,951
Marvland Rehabilitation Center 6,879,192
Total™® $ 24,950,060

During FTiscal Year 1985, money spent for direct services to
clients totaled $6,179,364.

As FL 94-141 was being implemented in the State, the Depart-
ment of Education recognized the need for divisions to collabo-
rate on issues which would impact on handicapped students. Dis-
cussions on areas of collaboration led to a system for sharing
ideas and knowledge, and systematic communication on respon-
sibilities and problems.

o] Development of Cooperative Agreement

This effort led to the development of a statewide

cooperative agreement among the Divisions of Special

Education, Vocational-Technical Education and Vocational
*xfvcludes Disabilities Determination Services, the Governcr's Committee for the

S Natd

Emp.oyment of the Handicapped, and Attendant Care Funds




Rehabilitation. The agreement also provided framework for
the development of local agreements in each of the 24
subdivisions. The three-party agreement stimulated
training activities among the Divisions and at the local

level.

Quarterly meetings of Regional Administrators or Coor-
dinators of Special Education, Vocational-Technical
Education, Vocational Rehabilitation

Regularly scheduled meetings have been held to discuss
roles and involvement of each of the divisions in the
development of appropriate vocational planning for spe-
cial education students, and post-school training or
placement in employment.

Performance Report outling major goals and activities to
be achieved

In an ongoing effort to meet changing needs, the Depart-
ment has developed a report of activities which will be
achieved to address major issues in transitioning stu-
dents from the school setting to community programs and/
or job placement. These objectives include an updated
cooperative agreement with supportive materials developed
from our experiences to date; a statement of the Depart-
ment's position on transitioning; a definition of par-
ticipation and roles in the vocational planning process
for students; and the inclusion of other pertinent agen-
cies, such as the Mental Retardation Administration and
the Department's divisions relating to job training and
school guidance.

Joint Planning Conference facilitated under the auspices
of Kennedy Institute

An criginal planning conference of approximately 40 staff
from the three divisions was held during the summer. A
facilitator from the Kennedy Institute led the conference
in which the issues needing to be addressed were stated
and roles, interrelationships and participation of other
agencies in the transitioning effort were discussed.

Training Seminar sponsored by the Virginia Commonwealth
University Research and Training Center

Staff of the divisions have attended training and made
on-site visits of severely handicapped students being
served under a grant project at the Virginia Commonwealth
University Research and Training Center.

Community/Business Coordination

The Maryland Governor's Committee on Employment of the
Handicapped, under the administrative direction of the




Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, developed a "Path-
ways to Employment" conference which brought together
school personnel, Vocational Rehabilitation staff and the
business community. The sessions were to focus on meth—
ods of preparing disabled youth for the world of work.

Local County Projects Shared

Some of the counties have begun to form task groups to
review the needs of transitioning students and begin the
devlopment of appropriate services and coordination to
meet those needs. The models, studies and materials are
being shared with the department.

Grant Proposal for ITV Modules

The Department developed a grant proposal which has been
funded to design instructional television modules to pro-
vide special educators, supervisors, principals, voca-
tional educators and vocational rehabilitation personnel
with effective practices in instructional vocational com—
ponents in preparing handicapped students to transition
from school to work.

Participation in Monitorig and Evaluation and Pro-active
Education ’

Representatives from the Divisions of Special Education,
Vocational-Technical Education and Vocational Rehabilita-
tion have participated as team members in the monitoring
and evaluation programs conducted for program improvement
in local education agencies.

Deaf/Blind Grant Project

The educational vocational training services for the
State's deaf/blind population will be improved through
the effort of a federally funded project establishing the
collaboration of four subccntractors: The Maryland Scheol
for the Blind, Great Oaks, Rosewood and Holly Center.

The major component of this one-state collaborative
relationship between MSDE and four State-operated pro-
grams will focus on the transitioning services for the 14
to 22-year old deafs/blind population. Support personnel
will be employed to intensify efforts toward life skills,
vocational training, community outreach, family services
and the provision of alternative living arrangements.

Brochure - "Guide to DVR Eligibility"

The Divisions of Special Education and Vocational
Rehabilitation have recently cooperatively prepared a
guide to the eligibility criteria students must meet to
receive vocational and counseling services available
through the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation.




This guide, prepared in response to an expressed need of
educators, is designed for use DV local system personnel
who are coordinating career planning programs with handi-
capped students.

The document is developed around the five functional as-
sessment areas of sensory, general health, cognitive per-
sonality and behavior, and vocational qualifications.

For each area of the eligibility profile, instructional
needs and competencies have been included which may as-
sist educational service providers in preparing the
student/client to meet Vocational Rehabilitation
eligiblity requirements.

Follow-up Study of Students

All three divisions, Vocational-Technical Education,
Vocational Rehabilitation and Special Education, in
cooperation with staff from the University of Maryland
are conducting joint follow-up studies on special educa-
tion/vocational education students who have left the
school system. The data collection is to develop a cadre
of information on the students' adaptation to the world
of work and should be useful in examining the secondary
programming needs of special students.

Data Collection

The divisions have begun development of a collection sys-
tem which will allow the collection of information on a
student through all support service systems. Such infor-
mation will also relate to services needed in the transi-
tion services, anticipated service needs as the student
leaves school and the reasons why services were termi-
nated. The multiple uses of follow-up data include:
budgeting, staffing, curriculum revision, expansion of
services, linking networks, and research studies.

In addition to the cooperative agreements developed,
mutual training, and close relationships which exist between and
among the Divisions, a new grant awarded to Maryland, with the
Division of Vocational Rehabilitation as the applicant, will at-
tempt to provide a new avenue for Special Education students from
school to the world of work via supported employment and job
coach. The Supported Work Model will test and hopefully provide
an alternative for many handicapped adults to jobs rather than
the traditional work activity centers or workshops. An abstract
of the grant is provided for your review.

The Division of Vocational Rehabilitation has in its 1987
budget requested 67 new positions to address the issue of tran-
sitioning from school to work for handicapped students. The bud-
get request totals $3,715,000. It will give Vocational
Rehabilitation the ability to serve approximately 4,000 Special




Education students not now being served. Of course, we are
dependent upon the Governor and the General Assembly for funding.

There are many positive working relationships which exist
between Special Education and Vocational Rehabilitation at all
levels of service delivery. There is a heightened awareness of
educators and Vocational Rehabilitation staff as it relates to
transitioning. Mutual training has occurred and will continue.
Intensified role development will occur to assist educators and
Vocational Rehabilitation staff to review their roles in serving
handicapped students.

There are, however, significant problems to overcome as we
mutually attempt to solve the movement of students who are handi-
capped into adulthood and the world of work. Vocational
Rehabilitation has inadequate resources to serve the large school
population who are handicapped. The above-the-MARC budget
request will assist. Vocational Rehabilitation is charged with
serving all of the handicapped and all disabilities. The adult
population continues to need services, such as persons injured on
the job, those injured in accidents, and those with disabling
conditions which have their onset in adulthood. There are disin-
centives to employment of handicapped students, such as Sup-
plemental Security Income payments and the cap on earnings al-
lowed and Medicaid benefits as a results of the handicapped re-
lated to earnings. Public attitude and barriers continue to ex-
ist in employment of handicapped people. Job opportunities will
have to be developed, and cocperative employers will need to be

found.

We, in the Division of Vocational Rehabilitaticn, however,
feel that with adequate resources we can begin to address the
needs of students as they proceed into the world of work. We
appreciate the opportunity to appear before you, and should you
have questions, we would be glad to respond.
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VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION DATA
SPEC1AL EDUCATION CLIENTS
FISCAL YEAR 1985

Persons Served by Vocational Rehabilitation by County

Competitive
Awaiting In ClosrAd Employment Closed
Service Service Rehabilitated Rehabilitation Non-Rehabilitated

Allegany 1 18 1 0 9
82 52 29 68
178
20

9

0
36

3
70
13
216
1

[92]
[5¥]

Anne Arundel

x
P9

Baltimore
Calvert

D
=

19
9
5

Caroline
Cecil
Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Har ford
Howard
Kent

5]
0
141
152
4
31
3
16

Montgomery .
Prince George's
Queen Anne

St. Mary's
Somerset

Talbot

Washington
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Wicomico




B Competitive
Awaiting In Closed Employment Closed
Service Service Rehabilitated Rehabilitation Non-Rehabilitated

’

Worcester 0 2 1
Baltimore City il
Totals




FACT SHEET: Maryland's Supported Employment Project

Abstract:

This project represents a major statewide commitment by State aqencies, private service
providers and other non-profit organizations, and advocacy groups to provide cvery severely
disabled person in Maryiand the opportunity for supported employment. Project impiementation
will involve every major service system providing "day services" to severely disabled peopie as
well as the business community, facilitated through the Maryland Chamber of Commerce
system.

Model programs that demonstrate existing commitment, expertise and success with supjrorter
employment are in place in the State. These grant funds wiil allow the expansion of such
efforts statewlde by providing technical assistance, addressing disincentives, affecting systems
change and encouraging the redirection of existing resources toward supported employment.

Applicont: Maryland State Department of Education's Division of Vocationai
Rehabilitation

Amount: Approximately $425,000

Starting Date: October [, 1985

Duration: . S years

Collaborating Agenciess

O.hlla Cata-e- Ot




APPENDIX C

-~

AREAS EXAMINED BY VCCATIONAL REHABILITATICN STAFF IN DETERMINING
ELIGIBILITY AND DEVELOPING AN INDIVICUALIZED WRITTEN
REHABILITATION PLAN WITH THE CLIENT

SENSCRY YEDICAL CCNDITICN IR FUNCTICN

vizion Encdurance Urper Extremity Functioning
Hdearing Absence from werk due dand Functicning
Sreach to Medical Prcblems Cocordination
Seapiditriel Eandition Amculation or Mobilit
Cacacity for Exerticn Motor Speed
Bead Control

COGNTTTVE EUNCTION PERSONALITY AND EFEAVICR

Learning Ability Congruence cf Behavior with
Memory . Rehabilitation Cbjectives
Ertaracy Social Surrort System
Lancuace Functicning Accurate Perception of Capabilities
Zarcaptial Crganization and Limitations
Judgment
Persistence
Effective Interaction with People
Sccially Appropriate Behavicr
Decizion Making Ability

REZATZED FACTORS QONSIDERED

Acceptability to Employers
Work History

Accass to Job Opportunities
Work Skills :
Personal Appearance

Work Babits

Eccnomic Disincentives




' APPENDIX D
TLOW DIAGRAM OF CLIENTS IN VR PROGRAM

@ Raferral

@ Applicant
‘| screening |

b

06
Not Eligible 18 Mo. Ext.
Closure Evaluation

£

g
k-
0 Case Acceptance
Unsuccessful

@ Plan Completed.
Non~service Closure '

- k)
14 16

Counseling Phys. & Ment. Training

Only Restoration: Service
1 1 3

(3? Ready for Employment

Unsuccessful Service
Closure

22

In Employment

24
Service
Interrupted

Succeuful Rehabilitation Closure
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TASK FORCE TO STUDY
THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

Meeting of December 11, 1985

Dr. Jean Hebeler, Chairperson of the Task Force %to Study the Funding
of Special Education, opened the meeting of the Task Force on December 11,
1985, at approximately 9:45 a.m.

Present were the following:

Dr. Jean Hebeler Senator Barbara Hoffman
Mr. Chester Bullard Delegate Donald Hughes
Delegate James Campbell Ms. Sarah Johnson

Ms. Ilene Cohen Ms. Deborah Kendig

Dr. Mary Ellis Mr. Claud E. Kitchens
Mrs. Martha J. Fields Dr. Eugene McLoone

Dr. Gail Robinson Mr. Stanley Mopsik

Ms. Beverly Hiltabidle, represented Senator Arthur Dorman
Ms. Lois Stoner, represented Mr. Pete Holt
Ms. Peggy McCloskey, represented Delegate Elizabeth Smith

A number of interested parties were also in attendance. (Attachment I)

Minutes

The minutes of the November 26, 1985 meeting of the Task Force were
unanimously adopted.

Announcements

Dr. Hebeler reported that she had forwarded an Interim Report of the
Task Force to Governor Hughes, under the date of December 4, 1985. (Attachment II)

Although Senator Dorman was not present, he had forwarded for distribution
to the Task Force a study completed by the Southern Regional Educa:tion Board
regarding the overall quality of education being offered at variouss state
supported institutions of higher education. (Attachment III)

In response to a previous request, a report prepared by the Department
of Fiscal Sexvices, entitled "Need for Uniformity and Parity in Financing
Educational Services at Department of Health and Mental Hygiene Facilities”,
dated February, 1985 was distributed to the Task Force. (Attachment IV)




Also distributed to the Task Force was a Department of Education
Handout entitled "“Number of Pre-School Children Served in Marvland Special
Education Program bv Handican", 12/3/85, which had been regquested at the
previous meeting. (Attachment V)

Programs and Funding Data for Serving Handicapped - Department of Health
and Mental Hvgiene

Dr. Gail Robinson and Dr. Avrum Shavrick of the Department of Health
and Mental Hvgiene, presented a report to the Task Force on proagrams and
funding of handicapped children served by the Department of Health and
Mental Hvagiene. A report entitled "Special Education Task Force Presenta-
tion, December 11, 1985, was distributed.

Several matters of concern were expressed by the Task Force relative to
the presentation, such as the full utilization of Medicaid-Title XIX funds,
the need for increased funding of services for the adult handicapped popula-
tion, the amount of monev that is being funded for education and related
services, and the need to get data on costs of related services. There was
considerable discussion concerning a variety of "money followina the child"
patterns, includina those proposed in the previously discussed “Qut-of~County
Living Arrangements" report.

Dr. Shavrick pointed out that the funding of the various residential
facilities was varied and complex. The Task Force expressed the thought
that one basic pattern of funding might be feasible. The Task Force was
requested to review the Report of the Educational Coordinating Council for
State Hospitals and Juvenile Institutions on the Feasibilitv and Practicality
of Transferring Department of Health and Mental Hvygiene Education Programs to

Local Education Agencies for more insight into this matter.

Dr. Shavrick was requested to provide the Task Force with data on the
costs of related services.

Juvenile Services Administration

Mr. Chester Bullard, of the Juvenile Services Administration, distributed
to the Task Force a "Report to the Task Force on Special Education Funding"
by the Juvenile Services Administration. At the same time he also distributed
a report entitled "Testimony Before the House Judiciarv Committee, Juvenile
Services Administration Initiative", prepared by Secretary Adele wWilzak,
Department of Health and Mental Hvgiene, dated December 3, 1985, and a report
entitled "Juvenile Services Administration Management study, Institutional
overcrowdina, Purchase of Care Program, Adegquacy of Institutional Resources,
Alternative Placements of Delinguent Youth, Organization Issues"”, prepared bv
the Office of Planning, DHMH, dated Cctober, 1985.




Mr. Bullard discussed in detail his Juvenile Services Administration
Management Studv, stressinag that much more needed to be done and that he
planned to extend the studvy. Mr. Bullard detailed the technical assistance
and monitoring relationship between JSA and MSDE. He also stated that JS&
does not have a separate line item for educational programs.

The Task Force stated that it might be helpful to have a sevarate
line item in the JSA budget for education and to explore the possibilitv
of obtaining federal grants.

Related to this, the Task Force discussed the possibility of including
JSA in the education budget cycle of the Education Coordinatinag Council similar
to MHA and MRDDA. Funding from Title XIX had not been pursued by JSA.

Mr. Bullard indicated that educationallyv handicapped children are not
placed in JSA funded Child Care Institutions and that the education prodgrams

in these facilities were currently under review by JSA and MSDE.

Next Meeting

Dr. Hebeler stated that the next meetinag of the Task Force would be on
January 7, 1986, at 9:30 a.m. in Room 100, Senate Office Building, Annarolis,
Marvland.

Adjournment

There beinag no further business, the meetina adiourned at approximately
D30 p.m.

RFspectfﬁhlv submitted,

0 Lok

Mildred Sciukas
Recordinag Secretary




Attachment

INTERESTED PARTIES

ATTENDANCE SHEET
TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

DECEMBRRIBIIF 1985

Dr. Avrum S. Shavrick, Department of Mental Health and Hygiene
Ms. Maureen, Steinecke, MABE

Ms. Elaine Sims, MABE

Ms. Linda Stahr, Department of Fiscal Services

Ms. Juanita Lewis, Baltimore City Public Schools

Mr. Brian Kelly, Montgomey County Executive

Maryland State Department of Zducation:

Mr. Richard steinke
Ms. Judy Sachwald
Mr. Dewitt Clark
Dr. Patricia Flynn

I




Atttachment II

UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND
DIVISION OF
HUMAN & COMMUNITY RESOURCES
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION
COLLEGE PARK 20742

ARTMENT OF SPECIAL EQUCATION TELEPHONE 301.454-2118/2119

December 4, 1985

Governor Harry Hughes
State House
Annapolis, Md. 214Cl1

Dear Govermor Hughes:

I am submitting a brief interim report from the Task Force to Study
the Funding of Special Educatiom, cornsistent with your request in the
letter of appointment of the Task Force. Y

The Task Force has established a schedule of meetings and has nad
two meetings to date. (November 5, 1985 and November 26, 1985). Two
additiocnal meetings are scheduled before the opening of the legislative
session (December 11, 1985 and January 7, 1986). Meetings will continue
during the session with meeting times arranged to accommodate the
schedules of the legislators on the Task Force, as much as possible.

A comprehensive information and data base is essential in order to
respond to the four charges with which the Task Force was tasked by yous
Therefore, the first phase of the Task Force activities includes status
reports aund testimony regarding adequacy of existing programs and
funding from relevant Agencies and Organizations including advocats
groups (see attachment I). To date the Task Force has heard testimony
from the Department of Education - Divisions of Special Education,
Vocational Rehabilitation, Vocatioral Educational and the 0ffice of
Correctional Education. Programs of the Department of Health and Mental
Hygienme are scheduled for the agenda of December 11, 1885.

This baseline information process is projected to be completed by
March 1986, to be followed by analyses, development and examination of
options, etc., with recommendations to be developed by the specified
date of October 1986 (see attachment II).

State agencies have been respounsive to requests for information and
support. I look forward to the continued work of the Task Force and
acticipate viable outcomes of its deliberatious.

Sincerely,

ZESpika.

gan R. Hebeler
Chairperson
Task Force to Study
Funding of Special Education

JRH:gcn
Enclosures




Task Force to Study
The Funding of Special Education

Agencies, Organizations, etc., to be invited to provide testimony (preliminary)

A.

Public Agencies
Maryland State Department of Educaticn

~Division of Special Ecucaticn

-Division of Vocational Rehabilitation

-Division of Vocational Education - including Correctiicnal Educatiocn
Branch

Derartment of Public Safety and Correctional Services

~Divisicn of Correcticns

Department of Health and Mental Hygiene

-Mental Hygiene Administration

-Mental Retardation and Develcpmental Disabilities Administration
-Juvenile Services Administration

State Coordinating Council for Residential Placement for Handicapped
Children

Service Providers
Local Educaticn Systems

State Operated Programs
Non-Public Programs

Advocate Groups




Task Force to Study
The Funding.of Special Education

Time Frame
Data gathering, input, testimcny, etc.

January, 1986

Data analysis = need determinatiocn, etc.

March, 1986
D.;minaticn cf Cpticns
June, 1986
Final Recommendations

September, 1986
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The study committee wae “crested by stuéents in November 1983
on‘isted of e chairman appointed by the Governor, .the Director of
-the Arkansas Department of Higher Education (ADHE) serving =as
Secretary, snd 15 members sppointed by the State Beard of Higher
Education (SBHE). The membership vas representastive c¢f higher
education faculty and administration, secondary school faculty and
administretion, parents of college and university students, ancd the
qoneral public, and was broadly distributed throughout the stste.
The Committee was charced in the Act vith the responeibility of
preparing:

T RS TR T Crl e

8 thorough stucy cf the overall quality of educsation
being offered at the various state-supportec insti-
tutions of higher education in the State. Such study
ghall include physical facilitiee, curricula, teacher
gualifications, sffirmative action progrars, adriesicns
reqguirements, 8nc such other matters as the Committees
may deer necesssTy OTr approprialte 4t enable the
Committee tc make an anslysis of the gquality of higher
educaticn at the various instituticns ancd to make
appropriate recommendations regarding changes vhich
ehould be made tc improve higher educaticn and to make
hicher education more responsible to the needs of the
State of Arkanseze.

The Cormittee’s COctcber 1984 repcrt included the followinc iamuese
MepicE:

Arkansee’ needes for higher education
Coorcdainatior, orgsnization and governance
Number and scope cf institutions
Coclleage adrission
Student retention
General education curriculuwm
College mssecsesment
Transfer cred:it=s
Acaderic procranm reviewv
Teacher ecucation
Faculty develogpment and evaluation
Faculty prorotaon and tenure
Faculty salariee and werkloacd
Affirmative action
Hicher ecucat:or. finencing: fcrmulss budceting precens
Institutionzal management
Tuiticn and fees
Libreries
Research &nc puklic serv.ce
*..Fac~11tiee
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COpies of the report may be obtnined from°
Dr.”Paul ‘Marion, Director I ‘%

" Arkensas Department cf ngher Educat:on

1301 West Seventh Street 7 ; i

~ Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 2993

ey x

Flcrida Master Plan for P:stse:ondary Educetion

The maeter planning began vith an execitive order inn August 1S8C
cresting the Postsecondary Ecucstion Planning Commiseionn, a lay
coordinating body which sttained permanent statutory staatue ir June
168.:. The mester plan wae completed in November 1582 annd endorsed by
the State Board of Educaticn and Legislature in 198Z, annd now
provides statevide coorcineting policy for higher educsttion in
Florida.

Florida'e first comprehersive master plan includee tthe following
sssues and topics:

Florida's needs fcr higher ecducsation

Ingt=tutional rcles

Uncercraduate erniry and [TOCTession standards
Undergraduate entry anc¢ progressicon assessment
Emphasis on undergracuate teaching

Liberal arte sk:lls, kncvledce, and curriculum
Graduate programe and university roles

Community ccllece azaseric transfer programs
Cooperation betweer K-12 snd higher educaticn
Cooperation beiveen community ccllegee and niwersities
Linkages of public and independent postseconcarry educastion
Hicher educstior. anc economic development

Prograr budgetinc

Prograr evaluat:icn

S+ate financinc

Student tuition financial a2id, public and fprivste
Basic end appi:e earch

Postsscondary vo education

Aduclt educaticn

Remecd:81 education

Faculty compencat:ion sncd gpromcticn

Kinority &nd woren faculty

Libraries

In sddition, in March 1964 the Commission publishec a supplement
to the Macster Plen: Enkanc:ng the Participation cf Mincority snd
Picadvantaged Studente :n Pcstsecorcasy Education. Thite repcTt
cf vhich now exiete ae etate pclicy, includes the fclleowing tor:

-

Enrollment, perfcrrmznze, end reterntion in K-1T educatior
Publiec school teazh:nz, ccunseling, and sdvisimao

K-12 e+udent acsecsement end accourntability

Compenegatory education for K-12 students

Use of colleqge stucdente ae high school tutore

Bae;c learnznq gskille fcr all K-12 egtudente

2 '34.51\. ”‘_3‘\
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College-.chool joint programe e
Standarde for placement in college degree etudy
Remedial education an ccllege
" Acedemic progress assessnent
Retention in college 2
Student academic surport syetems
Minority faculty and sdminietrators
Financial sid
Students with lir:ted proficiency in English

Cop:es of these reports may be obtained Zfrom:
Dr. Tor Furlong, Executive Director
Florida Pecstseconcdary Ecducation Planning Cormrisssion
304 Knott Building
Tallahassee, Florica 32300

Gecrcia Study Committee con Public Eicher Educstion F:rancce

The Study Corrittee was rcrezted by executive order Lom
The Comrittee wes carposec cf univergity and sys
and lay members. working frcm a prelir-ng.}}
Cormitte>» by Governcr E: ee, the Gernerzl Assembly,

Fecente, the Study Comr: e determinecd that its purpcose was t
ke recommendations concer 'z all aspects of Universityy Systerw
nding: (1) vhe should payv, (2) hev much fundingc ie neeedec, (3)

cslculate funding recusr-erente, and (4) hov to create financial

zentives to build end ma;ntain a guality University Sysstéw.

-
-
-

™he followvinc topics weres addressed in the repc

Tuitiorn and fee
Carry-over budce
Indirect cost rec
Cost sevings
Funding levels anc adecuacy
Formula funding =yster

. Instructior ancd recsearch

. Futliz service

. AZacemic eeTrvices &n

. Pilant maxntenarnce
Cuality improvement funginc

cy

very

Copiecs of 4hig repcr+t mey be obtained from:
Dr. H. Dean Pror=st, Chancellor
State Universitv Sv ter of Georgis
244 Washairoton 57 S.Ww.
Atlanta, Georgia

B Ee:ipri Stugdy cf Hiche: 1c0r Ctructure

This study by the Mississippi Board cof Truetees i
Institutione of Higher learnang recsulted fror Bosa:
efficient operation of the univergities; legislative co
recommencdation of higher ecucation; a tichte' budzet re
most effective ue=s cf funce; and student and alumri con

potent;al un:ver: ty closings
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'A'éohébltigis repcrt vas made Jonr
Board in’ Janlry‘198 The Board debated the folloving topics and-
1ssues‘" T ; i

v :

'System ‘structure, size, and i

Future enrcllments and financisl resources

Priorities in resource allocation

Consolidaticn, closure, Or wmerger of selected institutione
Other options fcr etrengthening selected universities
Stronger baccalaureate programs

Doctcral program review

Statevide governance and coocrdination

Off-campue centers &nc Frograms

Cost containrment

Financing and budgeting

Fundaing forrule

University, lecieslative reacticns

Copiree cf thie repcri may be obtained from:
B ESTRE? 3 », Esxecutive Dairezgtcr
Becard of ~c+itutione of Eicher Learning
PC Bew
Jackson,

Kentucky

-

The Kentucky Co r Education is completing the final
stages of a "etrate ; 3 igcher ecducation.” The planning
zrocecss hae adIiressec - ;2ng iscgues and tcTics, &monag many
othere:

Undercracua
Cecrlece et

Ctate flnanc:al

Formula fund:ing

State guppcrt cf

Prograr dugplication
Vocationel

Yecdical edu

Legal educs

Dentsl ecducat:ich

Adult literazy educat:zon
Econoric cevelcprent

Ccpies cf the reccrt
Dr. Ezr-y Envcer,
Kentucky Ccunc:l
WSS SRt SR
Frankfere, EY 40€C1°




Attachment IV

NEED FOR UNIFORMITY AND PARITY IN FINANCING EDUCATIONAL SERVICES AT
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL HYGIENE FACILITIES

Prepared by:
Department of Fiscal Services
February, 1985




Need for uniformitv and parity in financing educational services at
Department of Health and Mental Hvaiene facilities

Financing of educational  services in Department of Health and Mental Hygiene
institutions varies from one facility to the next. Some facilities, such as the Potomac Center in
Washington County, rely completely on local public schools for education. Others, such as
Great Oaks in Montgomery County, send some children to public schools while educating other
children on grounds in their own state-operated schools. Two of the Regional Institutes for
Children and Adolescents (RICAs) - Montgomery and Cheltenham - use state funds to contract
with the Local Education Agencies (LEAs) for educational services on grounds. All three
RICAs, as well as the Carter Center, accept local day students in their schools, in addition to
the residential students. Those facilities all receive some local contribution, either staff or
services, in exchange.

State educational spending per child alsc varies a great deal. As depicted in Table I, the
state spends $12,055 per child at Rosewood and only $3,755 at Holly. The primary reasens for
the discrepancy are that teachers are paid on the county pay scale, and their salaries reflect
senicrity. As a result, state spending per child is generally higher in the more affluent counties.

The variation among facilities in financing of educational services and spending per child
subverts the legislature's intention to provide greater state aid to education to LEAs with less
ability to pay. 3

There are three possible ways to remedy these inequities:

1) Adopt a financing mechanism similar to that used for non public educaticnal placements:
this would require the LEA from which the child came tc contribute up to 300% of the cost.of
education. That contribution would be applied only to the direct cost of education. The state
would pay the difference between the tctal cost and the local contribution. This alternative has
the advantages of : a) uniformity, b) parity, and ¢) economy. All LEAs would be responsible for
bearing most of the direct costs of educating their children, whether in local public schools or in
a Department of Health and Mental Hygiene institutional school. Wealthier LEAs would have a
higher per child contribution. By contributing only to the direct cost of education, the counties
would be relieved of the related costs, such as speech therapy, physical therapy and ancillary
costs. The state would be able to take full advantage of Medicaid reimbursement for these
related services. Ancther benefit of this alternative is that it avoids disrupticn of the
educational program. The Department of Health and Mental Hygiene can continue to operate
the schools it now operates, retaining experienced teachers. The disadvantages tc this option
are: a) the addsd cost to the counties, and b) it would require changing the law.

2) Require LEAs toc pay the full cost of educating day students at the RICAs and the Carter
Center. The state is assisting the counties by making Level V special education services
available in state-constructed facilities. Only counties near a RICA or the Carter Center have
this service available. Since the children have educational, and not necessarily psychiatric
disorders, there is nc reason the state should provide an educational service without full
reimbursement. Advantages of this alternative are: a) it would improve uniformity and parity,
and b) it would not place as great a financial burden on the LEAs as option #1. All the LEAs
sending children on a day basis provide some support, though it varies widely. Prince George's
County reportedly already charges the three southern Maryland counties the full 300%
contribution for children they send to RICA-Cheltenham. The disadvantage of this alternative
is that it fails to remedy the inequities in funding of residential students.




3) Give the LEAs full responsibility fer educating children in Department of Health and
Mental Hygiene institutions. The Department of Health and Mental Hygiene has little expertise
in educational matters, and institutional schools present very restrictive environments. Many
institutional residents already attend local public schools. This alternative would have the
advantages of: a) placing the whole continuum of educational services for children under one
authority, b) allowing the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene to concentrate its efforts
where it has the most expertise, and c) providing an incentive for the LEAs to educate children
in the least restrictive environment. Disadvantages are: a) it would be the most expensive
option for the counties, and b) it would disrupt the existing educationai programs at the
institutions.

Alternative 1 is recommended. While costs to the LEAs will certainly increase,
educational costs are traditionally borne by the counties with state support. Day students
comprise 40% of all students in Department of Health and Mental Hygiene schools, and there is
little justification for the state bearing the educational costs of these children. The counties
already contribute towards the educational costs of the day students, so that the increased costs
should not be unbearable. If the state pays related education costs, which are by no means
insignificant, a partnership will continue to exist. The counties would also be able to include
these children in their enrcllment counts, increasing their share of state aid to educaticn. H.B.
1216 would implement this alternative.

The fiscal impact of implementing this recommendation is depicted in Table II. The table
displays the approximate local centribution for each subdivision and each facility for EEAYE
1985. The figures are approximate in that some fail to include retirement costs. The
contribution was computed by multiplying each county's 300% contribution per child by the
number of children at the facility. If the result exceeded actual spending at the facility, the
contribution was reduced to the level of actual spending. This process is illustrated for one
facility, RICA-Baltimore, in Table III. Since the direct cost of education is $480,496, and the
maximum county contribution is $797,799, each county's contribution is reduced
prcportionately.

The total cost to the counties is $3,699,524. This cost is partially offset by increased aid
to education, amounting to $410,950. The net cost to the counties is $3,288,574.

Recommend the statute be amended to require each LEA to contribute up to 300% of the
cost of education towards the direct educational expenses of children at Mental Hygiene
Administration and Mental Retardation and Developmental Disabilities Administration
institutions. The responsible LEA will be the one in which the child's parents or guardians are
domiciled. The State Department of Education will pay any remaining direct costs, while the
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene will be responsible for related costs. The change
should take effect in F.Y. 1987.




Table I
Cost of Education Services in Mental Retardation/
Developmental Disabilities and Mental Hygiene Facilities

Primary General Fund 12/1/84 Educational
Facility service area education budget enrollment spending oer child

MRDDA
Great Oaks Montgomery, D97 22 44 9,028
Prince George's '

Holly Wicomico, 131,612 ** 35 3,755

rest of
Fastern Shore

Rosewood Baltimore City, 687,148 12,855
Baltimore Co.

Carter* Baltimore City 757,820 7,655

MHA
RICA-Balto. Baltimore City 480,496 4,107
Baltimore Cao.

»

RICA-Montgomery Montgomery 1,036,491 170 6,097

RICA-Cheltenham Frince George's 532,934 ... - 89 5,988

Springfield Carroll 321,709 54 5:358

TOTAL 4,345,233 665

*# The Carter school program is budgeted under services to the retarded, but most of the
students have psychiatric/emotional disorders.
#* Excludes retirement




TABLE III. FY 1985 EDUCATION COSTS AT RICA-BALTIMORE
300  # of day # of res. 300% x 300% x  max, county county ¥ county ¥ x total
Subdivision Contrib. students students 1 day § resid. contribution of total ed. costs (480496)

Anne Arundel
Naltimore City J 83196 208824

Baltimore - 323960 74048 398008 . 239719
Calvert 0 0 0 0
Caroline 0 0 0 0
Carroll 5531 5531 11062 6679
Cecil 6498 6498 3892
Charles 6035 6035 3652
Dorchester 0 0 0
Frederick 0 0 0
Garrett 0 0 0
Harford

Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George's
(Queen Anne’'s
St. Mary's
Somerset

Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Horcester

CO0OO0OO0OCCOOCOOOOCOCOOO

cCoococoQcooeoo

ocoococococococo
COO0OOCOCOOCCOoOOo

GRAND-TOTAL

56 61 436427 361372 797799 1,000000

MOTES: Source for 300% contribution figures is MSDE
Source for number of students is 12/1/84 census taken hy DIfMH
Source for total education cost ($480,495) is Fy 1986 budget book




TABLE II. RECOMMENDED COUNTY CONTRIBUTION AT EACH DHMH FACILITY (FY 1985 DATA)

Subdivision

Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll
Cecil
Charles
florchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Horcester

GRAND-TOTAL

RICA RICA
Balto Chelt.

432689
42848

480496 532934

RICA
Montg

981039
44673

1036491

“Spring-
Carter field

417648
111072

6971 10616
39570

11346 146056
6112

553535 321709

Rosewood Holly

34038
145890

8213
20769

4731
58781
15402

388774 131412 254173

1183825
637469

8213
63617
0
4731
0
58781
15402

3699524

less additl
state aid

Net county
contribution

1139075
565595
6803
54135

0

' 4420
0
14824
14847

3288574




Attachment V

Number of Pre-School Children Served
In Maryland Special Education Program
By Handicap

Federal Number of
Handicapped Condition Children

Mental Retardation
Hard of Hearing

Deaf

Speech/Language Impaired

Visual Handicapped
Emotionally Impaired
Orthopedically Imp;ired
Health Impaired
Learning Disabled
Multiple Handicapred

Deaf/Blind

Source: SSIS Report 3c as of December 1, 1984

12/3/85
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MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
200 WEST BALTIMORE STREET
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201-2595
(301) 65%9- 2489

TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

For your information, attached are the proposed
minutes of the Task Force to Study the Funding of Special
Education for the meeting held on January 7, 1986.

The next meeting of the Task Force will be at
3 P.M. on January 22, 1986, Room 400, Senate Offic= Building,
Annapoclis, Maryland. An agenda of the meeting is attached.

PLEASE NOTE:

Meeting will be in Room 400, Senate Office Building
Annapolis, MD.

Recordlng Secretary

MS

Enclosures
Minutes
Agenda

“AFFIRMING EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN PRINCIPLE AND PRACTICE”
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TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE

FUNDING OF SPECTAL EDUCATION

AGENDA

January 22, 1986

Adoption of Minutes

Programs And Funding Data Public School

For Serving Handicapped Superintendents
Association of
Maryland (PSSAM)

Other Business

Adjournment




TASK FORCE TO STUDY
THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

Meeting of January 7, 1986

Dr. Jean Hebeler, Chairperson of the Task Force to Study the
Funding of Special Education, opened the meeting of the Task Force
on January 7, 1986, at approximately 9:45 A.M.

Present were the following:

Dr. Jean Hebeler, Chairperscn Mr. Peter Holt

Mr. Chester Bullard Ms. Sarah Johnson
Delegate James Camppell Ms. Deborah Kendig
Senator Howard Denis Dr. Claud Xitchens
Senator Arthur Dorman Dr. Eugene McLoone
Dr. Mary E. Ellis Mr. Norman Moore

Mrs. Martha J. Fields Mr. Stanley Mopsik
Senator Barbara Hoffman Delegate Nancy Murphy
Mr. David Ricker

Dr. Avrum Shavrick represented Dr. Cail Robinson.

A number of interested parties were also in attendance.
(Attachment 1I)

Minutes

The minutes of the December 11, 1985, meeting were approved
as presented.

Announcements

Dr. Hebeler announced that the next meetings would be
as follows:

January 22, 1986 - 3 P.M. - Senate Reception Rocm, Senate
Office Building

February 24, 1986 - 1 P.M. - Calvert Room, State House

March 10, 1986 - 9:30 A.M. - Calvert Room, State House

Dr. Hebeler suggested that close attention should be
paid to the mailings since it is possible that dates and place
could be changed.




State Coordinating Council For Residential Placement of Handicapped
Children (SCC)

Dr. Hebeler introduced Mr. Philip Holmes, Executive Director
of the State Coordinating Council for Residential Placement of
Handicapped Children (SCC), who presented an overview of the SCC.
(Attachments I and II)

The SCC had developed procedures for the operation of Local
Coordinating Councils for Residential Placement of Handicapped
Children (LCC) whose function is the placement of handicapped
children in the least restrictive environment. Five agencies are
involved in the decision-making process for children needing resi-
dential care placement. They are the Maryland State Department of
Education (MSDE), Local Education Agency (LEA), Mental Retardation/
Developmental Disabilities Administration (MRDDA), Juvenile Services
Administration (JSA), Social Services Administraticn (SSA), and the
Department of Social Services (DSS).

Mr. Holmes distributed to the Task Force FY '86 LCC and SCC
Statistics of the work of the nine operational LCCs from July 1,
1985 to December 31, 1985. (Attachment V) He also distributed the
LRE check list used by the SCC in the placement of handicapped
children. (Attachment VI)

During the discussion held after Mr. Holmes' presentation the
Task Force expressed interest in actual placement of children by
the LCC/SCC and if there was difficulty in arriving at an agreement
on placement. Senator Hoffman inquired if there was any disagreement
of placements between the LCC and parents. If consensus cannot be
reached, the LCC votes and sends the case to the SCC. This decision
is accompanied with a minority report, in most cases. The Task Force
asked about the effect funding had on the placement of children, if
decisions were influenced by knowing where the dollar was, and the
amount of monies contributed by the five placement agencies.

A discussion was held on the RICAs and Mrs. Fields stated that
congsistent with HB 1268 passed during the 1984 session, all RICAs
should be comparable to RICA/Rockville by 1989. The Department of
Health and Mental Hygiene is working toward implementing this.

Further discussion was held on the SCC Funding Pool, the amount
contributed by LEAs over the 300% funding formula, and projections
and needs of FY '86 and FY '87 budgets. Mr. Steinke was requested to
forward to the Task Force data on the 300% formula.




Mr. Holmes stated that the SCC/LCC has as future goals the
following:

Reporting and developing programs for above group and out-of-
state placements

Development of programs, if necessary, to bring children back
into state from out-of-state placements

Development of therapeutic group homes

Development of special foster care services

Maryland Association of Nonpublic Special Education Facilities {MANSEF)

Mr. Mopsik introduced Lillian Davis, the current president of
MANSEF, who presented an overview of the MANSEF organization. The
following handouts were distributed to the Task Force:

Summary of the Schools Which Comprise the Maryland Association
of Nonpublic Special Education Facilities (MANSEF)

MANSEF -~ Purpose of the Organization
MANSEF Member Description - Summary Information

Abstract - An Analysis of Program Costs and Intensity of Services
for Public and Nonpublic Special Education in Maryland
MANSEF 1984

Maryland Association of Nompublic Special Education Facilities -
Description of Programs 1986

Mr. Richard Gulas, Principal of the Hannah More Center, discussed
a study that had been done to determine the ccsts of public and private
special education facilities for FY '84 school year, analyze the costs
differences, and determine and analyze the related services intensity
levels.

Mr. Mopsik and Ms. Davis stated that MANSEF has a very good rapport
with the LEAs and the Maryland State Department of Education. MANSEF
schools are Levels V and VI and are for children needing intense services.
Most placements are for children which public schools do not have
sufficient programs. The main concern of MANSEF was the length of time
needed to make some placements. In some cases there was a 6-8 month wait
before approval of placement. Some of the reasons for this were identified




as difficulty securing parental participation in the pracess, need of
parent surrogate, and LEA internal procedures. MANSEF again stated
that the cooperation of the Maryland State Department of Education in
assisting in such cases was very helpful.

Next Meeting

Dr. Hebeler stated that the next meeting of the Task Force would
be on January 22, 1986, at 3 p.m. Senate Reception Room, Senate Office
Building, Annapolis, Maryland.

Adjournment

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at approxi-
mately 12:30 p.m.

1;hpeut;ullj squit:ed,1

/{“'ﬁ {érx{;ﬁdcf

Mildred Sciukas
Recording Secretary




Attachment I

TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
INTERESTED PARTIES
ATTENDANCE

January 7, 1986

Ms. Lillian R. Davis, Maryland Association of Nompublic Special
Education Facilities (MANSEF)
Ms. Susan Rapp, Association of Children with Learning Disabilities,
(ACLD), Howard County
Mr, Philip Holmes, State Coordinating Council for Residential Placement
of Handicapped Children (SCC)
Ms. Maureen K. Steinecke, MABE
Ms. Lois Stoner, Montgomery County Public Schools
Mr. Brian Kelly, Montgomery County Office of State Affairs

Marvland State Department of Education (MSDE)

Dr, Patricia Flynn, Preoject Basic
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Attachment III

i TATE OF MARYLAND
57 721‘ EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

w E’,__;;‘_ﬁ [ STATE COORDINATING CCUNCIL
- "—T!E'j.. FOR RESIDENTIAL PLACEMENT
OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN
AR R FHUGHES 200 WEST BALTIMORE STREET PHILIP C. HOLMES
ks BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201 EXsCuvEieirECoR
(301) 8%9-1803

STATE CCCRDINATING CCUNCIL MEMRERSEL?
JULYL 1985

DR. TREVCR ERDLZY (CHATRPERSCN)

ASSISTANT SECRETARY

MENTAL HEALTH, RETARDATICN, ADDICTICNS,
AND DEVELOPMENTAL DISABILITIES

DEPARTMENT CF HEALTH & MENTAL HYGIENE

201 W. PRESTON STREET

BALTIMCRE, 21201

(COUNCIL MEMBER FCR DEMH)

M5. JCY DUVA, DIRECTCR

CrFIC=Z CF CHIID WELFARE SERVICES
SCCIAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATICN
DEPARTMENT CF HUMAN RESCURCES
300 W. PRESTCN STREET
BALTIMCRE, MD 21201

(CCUNCIL MEMBER rCR DHR)

MRS. MARTHA J. FIZELDS
ASSISTANT STATE SUPERINTENDENT
TCR SPECIAL EDUCATION
MARYTAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATICN
200 W. BALTIMCRE STREET
BALTIMCRE, MD 21201
(COONCIL MEMBER FCR MSDE)

MR, SCHN LANCASTER, DIRECTCR

GCOVERNCR'S CFFICE FCR HANDICAPPED
INDIVIDUALS

THE WESTGATE RUIIDING

SUTTES 156

80 WEST STREET

ANNAPCLIS, MD 214C1

(EX-CFFICIO)

MS. ELIFN A. CALLFEGARY
SPECIAL ASSISTANT TO THE
ATTCRNEY GENERAL
ATTCRNEY GENERAL'S CFFICE
MUNSEY BUIIDING - 2ND FLR.
7 N. CALVERT STREZT
BALTIMCRE, MD 21202
(IZGAL CCUNSEL TO SCO)

TELETYPEWRITER (TTY) FOR DEAF (301) 8598-1804




Attachment IV

STATE OF MARYLAMND
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

STATE COORDINATING CCUNCIL
FOR RESIDENTIAL PLACEMENT
OF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

HAMRY HUGHES

i 200 WEST BALTIMORE STREET PHILIP C. HOLMES
~ e BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201 TXECLTIVERRINECTON

(301) 8%9-1303

LCCAL CCCRDINATING CCUNCIIS
FCR RESIDENTIAL PLACEMENT OF SANDICAPPED CHIIDREN

JANUARY, 1386

Cperaticnal

Anne Arundel County
Baltimore City
Baltimore Caunty
Charles Caunty

Howard Ccaunty
Montgamery County
Prince Gecrge's Caunty
Que=n Anne's Caunty
Washingten Caunty

To 2eccme Croeraticnal In Te Spring CF 1985

Carrecll Ccunty
Cecil County
Dcrchester Caunty
Frederick Caunty
Harford Caunty
Wicamico County

To Became Creraticnal In 3tate Fiscal Vear 1987

Allegany Caunty
Calvert Ccunty
Caroline County
Garrett County
Rent Caunty

St. Mary's County
Sanerserc County
Talbot Caunty
Warcester County

TELETYPEWRITER (TTY) FOR DEAF (301} 8359-1804




Attachment V

STATE OF MARYLAND
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

STATE COCRDINATING COUNCIL
FOR RESIDENTIAL PLACEMENT
CF HANDICAPPED CHILDREN

PHILIP C. HOLMES
ZXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

s 200 WEST BALTIMORE STREET
= 3ALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201

(301) 559-1803

January 5, 1986

VEMCRANEIM

s Members, Task Foerce To Study The rfunding Cf Special ducaticn

chilip C. Holmes
Zxecutive Diractcr

FISCAL YEAR 1986 LCCAL CCCRDDNATIRG CCUNCIL, AND STATE CCCRDDRIATTG
CCUNCIL STATTISTICS

The Zcllewing statistics ars prssentsd to Lring you wp-to-dats ca the work of
L

the nine cperaticnal Local Cocrdinating Councils. The sericd recortad cn is the
LiI5T six months cf the curreat fisal vear, July 1, 1985 thrcugh Cecamber 31, 198S.

Number Cf Children Referred To The Nine Loczl Cocrdinatirg Camcils

From July 1 thrcucn Cecember 31, 1985, a tcral of 190 children have ceen
referrad to the nine cceraticnal Lecal Ceerdinating Cauncils. The referrals cn a
Local Cecrdinating Council by Local Cocrdinating Council bresk cut as Sollows:

Lecal Coerdinmating Cowmci Numpar Cf Refarriig

"
—d

Anne Arundel Caunty
Saltimere Cigy

bimere Comty
Charles County
Howard Cauncy
Montgamery County
Prince Gecrge's Caunty
Queen Anne's County
Washingtcn Caunty

N un

O 4 (NN

b= ks [
(VI 2l e A Yo 3%

=
o

Tctal Numcer of LCC Referrals (7-1-35 tao 12-21-83)

t

TELETYPEWRITER (TTY) FOR DEAF (3C1)




Members, Task Farcza To Study The FPunding Cf Special Educaticn
January 6, 1986
Page Two

420 is cur estimate for the tctal number of handicapped children who will be
raferrad to these nine Local Cecerdinating Ccuncils feor all cof £iscal vear 1986.
Trend data to better pradict ICC referrals arz peing gatherad.

Iccal Coordinating Council Decisicn-Making Data

The follcwing data give ycu an idea cf decisicn-making mace cn tehalf of the
190 handicapped children referred to cur nine Lcecal Coordinating Councils:

* 39 cases have been successiully planned for and resclved oy cur
Local Cecrdinating Councils (no SCC involvement).

* 71 cases are being planned for by Local Coordinating Cocuncils.
* 80 cases have been referred to the State Cocrdinating Ccuncil with a
recamendaticn for an above grcup hame placement (S5 cases wers pending

SCC decisions at the ceginning of fiscal 1986).

State Coordinating Council Decisicn-Making Cata

Of the 80 cases referred to the State Cccrdinating Council for abcve group nare
placements, the SCC has decided 57 cases. Cur decisicns:

* 47 cases have been approved for abcve group hame placements.,
23 cases are gpending SCC appreval decisicns.
1 case have been denied with programs and rascurces substituted.
9 cases have been withdrawn by Local Cocrdinating Ccuncils.

Fer the 47 number of handicapped children approved by the SCC for akbcve grcup hame
rasidential placements:

* 27 handicarped childrsn have gcne to in-state residential
pregrams; and

20 nandicaprped chiléren have gcne to cut-of-state rasiden
Drograms.
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Page Thrze

Financial Data

Fer fiscal vear 1986 State Ccordinating Council aporoved residential
placements, the following data depict the agency by agency ccosts:

Tctal
Child's Entry Prorated
ce Name Cace ¥ 86 Ccsts JSA

A.A. Co. Earl N. 10/14 21,483 5 11,608
(Eagletcn, MA)

Recnald S.* 10/30 17,663 10,761
(Eagletcen,MA)

SiIPECENILF " 241 34,863
(Au Clair, DE)

Cifls ., 6,* 1/22 17,032
(Edcemeace, MD)

RBaltimora .
County Charles 3. 7/19 22,783
(Martin Pollak, D)

cChris. 8. 9/17
(Goed Shepherd, MD)

3rian W. s
(Richcroft, MD)

Rozirs L8 s 7/26
(Martin Pollak, MD)

thia w. 11/1S
{Martin Pollak, MD)

Greg J. 3/5
(ECgemeads, MD)

(@=blef Jind 12/2 Y0, w9 110,082
{Woods School, PA)

Xenten A. 12/16 4,363 10,032
{Linwocd, MD)
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Total
Child's : Proratad
jrael Name rY 86 Ccsts

Baltimore
City Stan F. 21,445
(AIMS, NI

Wayne W. 9/19 31,980
(Martin Pollak, MD)

Lat. R. 9/18 19,125
(Geed Shepherd, MD)

Glen H.* 11/11 25,3186
(Martin Pcllzk, MD)

Carles F. 1/7 14,251
(Weocbourne, MD)

Wilbert B.11/12 18,811
(Weodbourne, MD)

Jzmes M., 1/2 23,613 13,789
(CSSzLC, M)

Chedrs) S I3 13,119 3,295
(Linweed, MD)

Mark R. 3/14
(Edgemezde, MD)

Nency C. 9/4
(Wecdoocurne, MD)

SINE=nt KA /&7
(Deversux, PA)

Michael H. 7/1
(Anne Carlscn, XD)

Willizm B. 1/10
(Rolbcurne, MA)
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Tctal
Child's Entry Prorated
IEEE Name Cate TY 86 Ccsts MSCE IFA MRCDA

Mentgamery
Ccounty Charles D. 8/22 29,400 4,624 13,931
(Hoffman, PA)

Chris K. 10/1 19,272 2,688 12,190
(Wocdbcurne, MD)

Prince George's
County Jchn O. 8/7 34,810
(Edgameade, MD)

Carl W. 10/22 26,719
(Edgemeade, MD)

Charles T. 9/28 23 pelil)
(Gratton, VA)

Jchn A, 10/21 24,150
(Cevereux, FA)

Richard C. 10/15 31,144
(Rolbcurne, MA)

Terrance W¥.10/1 20,921
(An Clair, DE)

Timothy B. 10/18 27 258
(EcCcemeade, MD)

Rcbert 8. 11/5 25,229
(ECgemezde, MD)

Tyrone 2. 10/17 27,252
(Edgemeace, MD)

Falie., C. '10/15 18,071
(Episccral Center, IC)

Rcoert S, 11/13 24,377
(Ecgamneade, MD)
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Tetal
Ehitld s Entrv Prorated :
icC Name Date FY 36 Costs LA MRCDA  JSA SSA DSS

Prince Gecrge's
County Chris. S.* 11/18 18,991
(Graftcn, VA)

Jerry C.* 11/13 16,040
(Episccpal Canter, Q)

Rcd W. 12/4 22,248
(Ecgameade, MD)

Ardre A, 12/5 22,142 4,453
(Edgemeade, MD)

Nicole M. 12/1 23,516 16,622
(1ake Grecve, CD)

Pat C. 12/9 29,560 H2N357
(National Children's Center, DC)

Ian C. 1/ 32,703 14,537
(Naticnal Children's Cantar, DC)

James G.* 1/13 20,238
(Rclecurne, Ma)

Vernen M.* 1/21 17,139
(E€gemeads, MD)

*Estimat=sd Entry Datss
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Total
Proratad
TY 86 Ccsts MSDE LEA MRDDA oA

A.A. Co. Subtctals 91,041 21,358 29,672 10,000 29,513
B. County Subtotals 220,283 15,142 20,064 0 468 ,953
B. City Subtotals 167,660 43,705 14,472 0 12,638
Charles Subtotals 0 0 0 0 0
Howard Subtotals 13RI 43,221 37,478 0 0

Mentgamery Subtotals 48,672 7/ 5807 0 S j 28,121

ErC. Subtotals 485,934 7 131,880 11,572
B A Suptotals 0 0 0

Washington Subtotals 0 0 Q

GRAND TOTALS 1,143,667 363,393 240,876 21,572

31% 21%

Notes: (1) The ccst data do not include MSCE Level VI educaticnal placsments wnich
were renewsd for fiscal year 1986. The data also do not include
Level VI placements approved since July 1, 1985 for counties which do
nct have Local Cocrdinating Councils.,

(2) The cost data do rot include Sccial Services ministration sxczss-
cost placaments for nandicapred childrsn renewed for Ffiscal 36.
ost data also do net incliude excess-cost placsments for
handicapped children aporoved since July 1, 1985 frcm ccunties wnich
do nct have Leczl Ceerdinating Counciis.

(3) The cost data do rot incliude Juvenils Services Administration super-
rate placements for hanclcaﬁced children renewed for the current
fiscal year. The cost data alsc do nct include costs for Super-rate
tlacements for handicapped children from counties which do net
have Lecal Coordinating Cauncils for the current fiscal year.

ECH/1cv
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Hardicapred Children Acoroved By

SCC For Residential Placsments In Fiscal

The
in

Year 1985 Who Eave Ccntinued

Residential Placament for Fiscal Year 1986

mEs

=Eff, Total
Renewal Prorated
Date

Child's

ECC Name

FY 86 Costs

MSDE IFA  MRDDA

Baltimore

Ccunty George C. 7/1 32,085

George C. 7/1 32,085

Prince Gecrge's
Caunty Steve L.
Dcnna W.
Arna J.
Jares M.

Queen Anne's
City James A.

Washingtcn
County Greg S.

22 083" (0032

22,053 10,032

15,296
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pAVID W HORNBECK M SPECIAL EDUCATION TTY €659-2666 g
STATE SUPERINTENDENT - VOC-REHABILITATION TTY 659-2252
FOR DEAF ONLY

MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
200 WEST BALTIMORE STREET
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201-2595
(301 659- 2489

February 11, 1986

TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

For your information, attached are the proposed
minutes of the Task Force to Study the Funding of Special
Education for the meeting held on January 22, 1986.

The next meeting of the Task Force will be at
1 P.M., on February 24, 1986, Calvert Room, State House,
Annapolis. An agenda of the meeting is attached.

Also attached is information prepared by
the Division of Special Education on the Nonpublic Tuition
Assistance Program, Local Contribution Per Nonpublic Placement.

Sincerely,”

b

; ;
&7 1 1 / J

fj ,r"{’ ‘:’-/C/L’t-.’,- Sl
M. Sciukas
Recording Secretary

MS

Enclosures
Minutes
Agenda
Nonpublic Tuition

“AFFIRMING EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN PRINCIPLE AND PRACTICE”’




TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE
FUNDING OF SPECTAL EDUCATION
AGENDA

February 24, 1986

Adoption of Minutes
Proposed Legislation

Out of County Placements
HB 482

SB 296

Special Education Transportation Funding

Additional Information on Juventle
Services

Other Business

Adjournment

Chester

Bullard




NONPUBLIC TUITION ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
LOCAL CONTRIBUTION PER NONPUBLIC PLACEMENT

. leeal Tindt

FY'B6

Total Stale

Allegany

— S S ——

Ao Arunde]

$5,216

7,590

Pallimnre City

4,824

Mlti=mnre

10,032

Caluept

Carallne

6,877

5,454

m¢41:__

6,492

Feall

6,589

haries

5,739

erelmeler

Frederick

5,857
6,661

Marreit

5,767

Narford

6,974

Haward

9,369

Fenl

Hanlg-m=ry

h,645

11,325

frine= fearge'=s

6,594

Fues=n Amie's

6,762

St Mary's

7,247

Srmarnel

Ialbnt

Ldathiirgton

djg~mirn

Werrraler

lLocal Contribution established in accordance with Section g-417.31d) (1) of the Education Article

|




TASK FORCE TO STUDY
THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

Meeting of January 22, 1986

Dr. Jean Hebeler, Chairperson of the Task Force to Study the
Funding of Special Education, opened the meeting of the Task Force
on January 22, 1986, at approximately 3:10 p.m.

Present were the following:

Dr. Jean Hebeler Dr. Eugene McLoone

Senator Howard Denis Mr. Nerman Moore

Senator Arthur Dorman Delegate Nancy Murphy

Dr. Mary Ellis Delegate Ethel Murray

Mr. Peter Holt Mr. David Ricker

Ms. Deborah Kendig Dr. Gail Robinson

Delegate Elizabeth Smith Mr. Richard Steinke,
representing Mrs. Martha
Fields

A number of interested parties were also in attendance.
(Attachment 1)

Minutes

The minutes of the January 7, 1986 meeting were approved as
presented.

Presentation of Public School Superintendents Association of Maryland (PSSAM)

Dr. Hebeler introduced Mr. John Miller, President of the Public School
Superintendents Association of Maryland (PSSAM). Mr. Miller stated that
he appreciated the opportunity to present to the Task Force and stressed
that since 1981 a new formula for funding excess cost of special education
and related services had not been adopted. There has been no increase in
state funding since 1981.




Mr. Miller stated that the following representatives would make
presentations to the Task Force:

Dr. Jerome Davis, representing Dr. Robert Dubel, Superintendent
of Baltimore County Public Schools

Mr. William Cotten, Superintendent of Dorchester County Public
Schools

Dr. Claud Kitchens, Superintendent of Washington County Public
Schools

Ms. Maureen Steinecke, Maryland Association of Boards of Education
(MABE)

Dr. Davis, in his presentation, strongly emphasized the need for
additional funding in light of the fixed level of state funding, increased
statewide special education enrollments, increased demands for a variety
of programs and related services, inflationary factors, and the relative
decline of federal funding. Dr. Davis emphasized the dramatic increases
in special transportation for handicapped students. (Attachment II)

Mr. Cotten stated that although Dorchester County is rural it shares
many of the same funding problems as the larger, "wealthier" counties.
(Attachment II) He felt that greater regional/interagency cooperation
is needed, that an inconsistency exists in health and mental health
services, that transportation is a great problem, and that an inability
to acquire and fund related services staff is prevelant. Mr. Cotten
also cited the difficulty in recruiting and retaining both special
education teachers and specialists in the related services including
occupational and physical therapy.

Dr. Kitchens stated that his county is ar urban-rural community and
that although enrollment has been declining, special education enrollment
has remained stable and he shares many of the same problems as the other
counties, such as not enough funding, unavailability of trained and quali-
fied personnel in speciality areas, inter-county payments, and an exorbi-
tant amount of personnel's time for paper work.




Ms. Maureen Steinecke, Executive Director of the Maryland
Association of Boards of Education, stated in her presentation that
the Maryland Association of Boards of Education requested the Governor
to appoint a Task Force on Special Education to review the adequacy and
equity of special education funding. MABE also named its own committee
on this matter and Sarah Johnson of Prince George's County, chaired the
committee that reviewed the true costs of special education. The
completed review was distributed to the Task Force. (Attachment V) Ms.
Steinecke felt the review clearly showed that more money is needed to
maintain a balance between state and local responsibility.

Dr. Hebeler inquired if any of the local representatives in
attendance desired to express their views. Dr. James Carney, Wicomico
County, thought that occupational therapy was a problem since due to lack
of funds it was difficult to recruit and maintain professionals. He
also felt that vocational education for the handicapped was being
effected by the current state funding mechanism. Transportation is also
an area of major concern. Because special education is mandated, services
must be provided sometimes at the expense of regular education.

Mr. Edward Friedlander, Baltimore City Public Schools, felt that
the areas cof concern were the issues of Project Basic, competency

testing, high school diploma/certificate, the extended school year, and
more handicapped students (ages 16-21) that remain in school programs
longer. He indicated that these issues would have an impact on costs
of special education.

Dr. Thomas O'Toole, Montgomery County Public Schools, expressed his
concerns about staff people being required to spend a great deal of time
in meetings. Psychologists spend time in identification of problems and
recognition is needed that their time is spent on identifying and testing
students and many of these activities are not reimbursable under either
state or federal funds.

Dr. Gloria Engnoth, Baltimore County Public Schools, stated that
interagency communication in a properly operating LCC is good. However,
in terms of cost, 207% of a placement specialist's time is spent on LCC
matters, taking away administrative time. Secretarial services needed
cost 5% of staff time. Although she felt the LCC worked very well in
many ways, the cost of its operation should be born at the state level.




All participants agreed that the special education programs in
Maryland are excellent and much has been accomplished but there is a
need for more progress.

During the discussion period, the Task Force inquired into the
decline of the school population in conjunction with rising costs of
education as well as the relationship of the rising cost of trans-
Mortatiensto the deelime \in school population. The LEAs present indicated
that the number of students needing transportation, as well as the overall
handicapped population have remained relatively stable. Also needing
consideration was the post 21 years of age students. Interagency coopera-
tion was highlighted and its effect on the placement of the child was dis-
cussed. Consideration should also be given to the medically involved/
technology dependent students and their need for related services.

Dr. Hebeler requested that any information or material relevant to
the issues discussed be forwarded to her, identifying what is needed and

what is already in place.

Next Meeting

The next meeting of the Task Force would be held on February 24, 1986,
at 1 p.m., Calvert Room, State House, Annapolis.

Adjournment

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at approximately
4:50 p.m.

rs

/
Respectfully submitted,
.-‘r:-l v v ¥
F
/o ‘“Jf;,':- f 2
/Mildred Sciukas
Recording Secretary




ATTACHMENT I

TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
INTERESTED PARTIES
ATTENDANCE
January 22, 1986

. James Carney, Wicomico County Board of Education
. Jerome Davis, Baltimore County Public Schools
. William Cotten, Dorchester County Board of Education
. Larry Lorton, Saint Mary's County Public Schools
. Maureen Steinecke, Maryland Association Board. of Education (MABE)
. Edward Friedlander, Baltimore City Public Schools
. Judson Porter, Baltimore City Public Schools
. Burton Lohnes, The Forbush School
. Gloria Engnoth, Baltimore County Public Schools
. George Poff, Baltimore County Public Schools
. Avrum Shavr1ck Department of Health & Mental Hygiene (DHMH)
. Robert Coombs, Prince George's County Public Schools
. Kim McDonald, Maryland State Senate, Prince George's County
Office of Senator Arthur Dorman
. Joseph Shilling, Eastern Shore Educational Consortium
. Evelyn Grim, Howard County Associations of Children with Learning
D1sab111t1es (ACLD)
. Norman H. Saunders, Prince George's County Board of Education
. John Lynch, Somerset County Public Schools
. Lois Stoner, Montgomery County Public Schools
. Stanley A. Sirotkin, Montgomery County Public Schools
Thomas 0'Toole, Montgomery County Public Schools
MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION (MSDE)

Dr. Dewitt Clark, Special Education
Mr. Richard Steinke, Special Education
Mr. Jerry White, Special Education

Dr. Patricia Flynn, Project Basic




BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Robert Y. Dubel, Superintendent Towson, Maryland — 21204

Testimony Given to the Governor's Task Force
to Study The Funding of Special Education
January 22, 1986

Dr. Hebeler and members of the Governor's Task Force, I am Jerome Davis,
Assistant Superintendent, Department of Pupil Services and Special Education,
representing Robert Y. Dubel, Superintendent, Baltimore County Public Schools.
It is my pleasure to share with you our point of view concerning the need for
an increase in the present level of special education funding.

Since the early 1930's the State of Maryland has set forth in law and

administrative policies a firm support for a public commitment to educational

programs for handicapped children. The implementation, the establishment, and
the maintenance of complete and exemplary programs of special education in our
public school systems to meet the needs of handicapped children has been a
long-term goal.

Historically, from the early beginning when a handful of visually impaired
children received special instruction, Baltimore County has also upheld a strong
comnmitment to provide the best possible special education program. Through
good times and bad, the Board of Education has worked diligently to maintain
the excellent quality. Today's program includes a variety of educational
opportunities for some 10,000 students receiving a continuum of special education

in 147 schools.




B

During recent decades, through the work of special study committees,
task forces, commissions, and enabling legislation, the State of Maryland
has attempted to address financial concerns, to develop and to maintain
adequate financial support for special education programs and related
services. An often cited example of this effort is the work of the 1966,

1967, and 1974 Governor's Commission to Study the Needs of the Handicapped

which recommended basic financial principles and funding formulas for support-
ing the expansion of special education programs.

New federal initiatives in the seventies, the Education Amendments of

1974 (P.L. 93-380), and the Education For All Handicapped Children Act of

1975 (P.L. 94-142) consolidated and added to earlier federal governmental

efforts toward a comprehensive commitment to programs for the handicapped.
Foreseeing the increase in program growth and the increase in financial

demand in meeting the new requirements of federal and state legislation, a

Governor's Commission on Funding the Education of Handicapped Children was

appointed in 1975 to recommend a funding plan which could support the antici-
pated increase in operating special education programs and services in our
schools.

As a result of the Commission's recommendations, a funding formula was
enacted in 1977 which was phased over a five~year period ending June 30, 1981.
The Commission further recommended that an updated funding plan take effect
at the time of the expiration of the five-year phased plan.

Despite reviews and studies undertaken by committees and task forces
of the General Assembly, no new legislation was enacted and persistent
financial problems were unresolved. This led to a fixed level of funding.
The 1981 state's contribution remained fixed for the public schools of
Maryland while the state's share for the funding of children placed in non-

public schools increased each year.




This fixed level of state funding, the increased statewide special
education enrollments from approximately 76,000 students in 1974 to approxi-
mately 90,000 in 1984, the increased demands for a variety of programs and
related services, the inflationary factors driving costs upward, and the
never achieved levels of federal funding to carry forth the requirements
of P.L. 94-142 are factors which have created a serious financial burden
on Maryland's public school systems in meeting the educational commitments
to our handicapped children.

A steady decline in the percentage of special education state and federal

funding and a steady increase in the percentage of local funding since 1981 have

produced funding inequities for public school systems.
For example, in Baltimore County the state's share of special education
funding, excluding social security and retirement payments, has declined by

26% from fiscal year 1981 through fiscal year 1986. The federal share of

funding declined 367% over the samé period while the local share increased by

247%. Immediate action is needed to give a measure of financial relief by

revising the state's presently applied excess cost funding formula.
Specifically, in Baltimore County the restricted level of federal and

state funding has resulted in the following limitations: employment of staff,

procurement of instructional materials, development of new program and staff

development initiatives, and provision -for related services. In addition,

the fixed special education funding level has resulted in a significant

financial impact on the operation of regular educational programs and services.




The general need for more equitable special education funding is magnified
by recent trends and emerging issues which began to appear in the late seventies.
These trends and issues, are present today and are predicted to be with us for
years to come. The following are some examples:

. Early Education Programs

School systems throughout Maryland are witnessing an
increase in the numbers of young children enrolled in preschool
programs in general and, more specifically, in a variety of
preschool special education programs and related services.
Maryland is one of six states which has mandated programs
for very young handicapped children below the federally required
age of three. In fact, in our state we serve more than 6,700
children in the preschool category ranging from birth to age five.
These programs are growing and need adequate financial
support. At present, the state special education funding

formula ignores this significant program growth. In addition,

this population is excluded from the state basic current expense

formula. No federal formula funds are available through

P.L. 94-141 for programs dealing with children under three
years of age. Therefore, school systems must seek increased
local funding. Financial provisions for these programs should
be incorporated in a special education funding formula.

Vocational Education Programs and Transitional Services

At the secondary schocl level there is a growing need to
expand vocational education programs for handicapped students

attending comprehensive high schools, vocational technical




centers, and vocational technical schools. While some program
improvements have occurred, additional financial resources are
necessary to provide much needed vocational opportunities.

Related to the vocational education area is the increasing
interest of parents and professionals to improve transitional
services for handicapped students as they leave special education
programs to enter the adult world of work and other post secondary
school activities. While a number of local school systems are
developing model programs in this area, these are generally funded
through relatively short-term federal grants. Comprehensive transi-
tional services are recognized as an important part of each handicapped
student's preparation. If we are to provide improved and expanded
services, additional resources are necessary.

Related Services

In addition to basic classroom instruction, state and federal

laws mandate a variety of related services. These services include
speech and language therapy, audiological services, psychological
services, counseling services, occupational therapy, physical therapy,
and assessment services.

The costs of these services, in addition to the basic
classroom instruction, compound the need for more appropriate

levels of funding.




. Transportation Services

The many dimensions of special transportation requirements,
which include arrangements to public and nonpublic facilities,
demand immediate attention. Transportation for the handicapped
is a costly and common problem to those living in rural and urban
areas of the State. The lack of appropriate funding has produced
a significant financial burden for local school systems.

For example, the Baltimore County present average cost of
transporting a handicapped student is $1,700 as compared with
the average cost of $152 for a nonhandicapped student. Thirty-
eight percent of the total direct transportation costs is
used for the transportation of special education students who
represent 5% of the total number of transported students.

Qut-of-County Placements

In meeting the obligation of a free and appropriate

education for Maryland's children, the issue of out-of-
county placement of children has presented chronic problems
to public school systems and governmental agencies for many
years. Past legislative proposals and study committees have
attempted to solve this problem but to no avail.

A comprehensive study of out-of-county placements was
conducted this past year by the Maryland Department of Education.
The report of this study has been forwarded recently to the Task

Force to Study the Funding of Special Education.




The Public School Superintendents' Association of Maryland
and the Maryland State Educational Coordinating Council For State
Hospitals and Juvenile Institutions support the Option III Recommen-—

dation of the Qut-of-County Living Arrangements Report, October 4, 1985,

which provides for more appropriate state funding of these placements
and provides a clear direction concerning financial responsibility.
We strongly urge the Task Force to support this recommendation.

Technology in Education

With the application of new technology in assisting handicapped

students to overcome learning deficiencies, the use of adaptive
devices and computer—-assisted instruction must be made available.
This need further impacts on the present funding level.

In addition, the expected growth in the number of medically
fragile "technologically” dependent students requiring special
education and related services will further tax local financial
resources.

The growth of early education programs, vocational education
programs, transitional services, related services, transportation services,
out-of-county placements, and new technology in education are factors
which will continue to impact upon special education program costs. These
programs and services are essential components which should be incorporated
in an updated, far reaching, and comprehensive funding plan for Maryland's
handicapped students.

This testimony began with a brief account of attempts to
achieve the long-term goal of developing and maintaining comprehensive

and quality programs of special education through past financial efforts.
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Perhaps the following statement by Francis Keppel, former United States

Commissioner of Education, best translates this goal:

"Education must make good on the concept that

no child within our society is either unteachable
or unreachable--that whenever a child appears at
the doors of our schools he presents a direct
challenge to us and to all our abilities..."

Ladies and gentlemen, better financial support for our local public school

systems 1s one of the essential ingredients in achieving this goal.

Thank you for your attentiveness and please be assured of our willingness

to assist you in this very important work.




Janudary,

* special Education. Funding Task Force
January 22, 1986
William J. Cotten, Superintendent of Schools

Dorchester County, Maryland

Preface:

Dorchester County is a rural, not wealthy, school system
of approximately 5,000 students. More Maryland school systems
are similar than dissimilar to Dorchester, yet our individual
and collective voices are but a small part of the toﬁal state.

Like many other school systems in Maryland, Dorchester
strives for educational parity. We desire a broader range of
programs and services for our students and more equitable
rewards for our staff. We still perceivé Somerset versus
Hornbeck as an unresolved issue and urge you note that épecial
education progréms and services are but one piece of the total
educational spectrum that-varies among school systems geherally

in direct proportion to local wealth.
Comments:

The following comments are Dorchester's, yet I feel are

representative of a broader field:

1. We are very proud of what we've accomplished for all
our special children. Our successes are attributable
to a dedicated, quality staff and tremendous support
from the Maryland State Department of Education.
Fiscal reality dictates the variances in special
education programs and services among counties.

What may constitute established services or programs
in one jurisdiction can be absent or new and

innovative in ancther.
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Often a regional or interagency (or both) strategy

is necessary for local systems to provide needed
programs or services. Many parts of our state lack
major components in the continuum of service for
children.

Relatedly, there exists a total inconsistency of
health and mental health services for youth and
adolescents around our state. Hence, education is
often asked to compensate; and often we can't.
Transportation is ah even greater problem in rural
areas. Often children that need to ride the least,
spend an inordinate amount of time on buses. i

Rural areas are particularly hard pressed to acquire
(and fund) special service$ such as psychological
staff, physical therapists, teachers of special
handicapping conditions, audiologists, etc. We find
we cannot compete with medical institutions or

larger, wealthier systems when it comes to recruiting
these providers. ,

Like many, less wealthy, counties, Dorchester's use

of federal funds is not for innovative purposes but
instead to maintain a'migiﬁum level of service for our
children. And, we still have unmet needs, particularly
at the secondary level. Hence, faced with a decline
in federal support, enhanced state funding may only
serve to keep in place what currently exists.

The enhancement of birth to school age and'expanded
pre-kindergarten programs has further taxed our
limited support service personnel.

The current interest in transitioning will likely be
of significant fiscal consegquence to all local school
systems. =

The delivery of special education programs and services
has affected reqular programs, non special education
identified students. You've seen data noting the local




(3)
fiscal growth targeted to special education. That
growth has kept fiscal resources from being applied
to other parts of the educational spectrum. Then,
there is time. The delivery of special education
programs and services requires an inordinate amount
of reqular administrator and teacher time, and that

costs as well.

Suggestions:

1. First, shelve the myth that money follows the child.
It is a concept that was never true and is especially
damaging to the less wealthy subdivisions. An analysis
of the growth of special education programs and services
over the last five (5) years will show that that growth
wasn't funded by moving state current expense money
around. I have spent seventeen (17) years in positioné
responsible for the business of education in Maryland.
To date, I have not found it possible to reduce the cost

of reqular programs simultaneous with students being
identified and provided any level of special education
service. Recognize, all special education growth has
resulted in "excess costs" to local school systems.
Encourage a state-wide/interagency commitment to the

special needs of youth. If state and local service
agencies had consistent goals for youth and the
necessary, related fiscal resources, their partnership
starting at the pre school level could minimize future

adolescent and adult prcblems.

Encourage better use of state resources as an
alternative to out-of-state, extremely expensive,
private placements. The state should provide incentives
and rewards for regional strategies and interagency
agreements. Let's offer our youth a better coordinated
advantage of what's in Maryland.
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4. Recognize the problems special programs and services

have brought to local transportation and vehicular
needs. Call for a review of current special education

bus standards and establish a cognizance that other
types of vehicles are required to take services to
students, particularly in rural areas. For example,
our hearing and vision screening van is nearly ten (10)
years old and needs replacing. (Cost over $30,000.)
Through state scholarship programs, encourage capable

young people to pursue degrees and/or licensure in
special education fields. Establish incentives for-

specially trained personnel to practice in rural areas.
The bottom line is we need more state fiscal support

targeted to special education. We need it because:
a. Direct costs have doubled since 1980.
b. Civiletti funds have gone, and will go, primarily
to salary enhancements and have not/will not

close the parity gap.

Federal funds will decline.

Transportation funding was established off a
service base that preceded the special education
g;pwth of the last five (5) years.

There is a growing advocacy voice Zor handicapped
students. They have the legal resources to
require enhanced programs an& services and will
continue to do so.

The growth of pre school programs has resulted

in the need for more evaluative and therapeutic
services.

There's a need to expand regionai and interagency
initiatives in order to bring a consistent
continuum of services to young people in Maryland.
The local taxable wealth of many Maryland school
systems prohibits adegquate local fiscal support
for special education.
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Thank you for the opportunity to make this presentation

and for your attention to this situation.




Attachment IV

PRESENTATION TO THE SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDING TASK FORCE

Claud E. Kitchens, Superintendent of Schools, Washington County, Maryland
January 22, 1986

Washington County is an urban-rural community with a population of
approximately 110,000 and a public school enrollment of 17,300. Statistics
kept by the State regarding wealth generally have identified Washington.

County at or near the mean or median, though we have lost some ground in

this regard over the past few years. We continue to have a declining school

enrollment (In 1973 enrollment was 23,000) and expect to reach a low of
16,500 in 1990 before the trend is reversed. All of our decline is now
at the middle and high school levels, with slight increases now occurring
at the elementary school level.

Washington County offers a full continuum of services to our special
education pupils, and we have been fortunate in obtaining a staff of well
qualified people to deliver these services. We have maintained our level
of services of the past few years, however, by using increased amounts of
basic State Aid and local funds to support the program, in higher proportion
than in other categories of our operating budget. Restricted monies (PL 94-
142 and 89-313) have remained fairly constant. For this fiscal year we
expect Federal funding in the amount of $876,328. Last year it was $900,000.
This is the first year (FY 1986) in a number of years that we have not added
personnel in the operating budget from the restricted programs that have
had to be cut back. Even with significant budget increases we have 15 fewer
teachers and aides in special education programs than we had in 1981.

Civiletti funds have been helpful to us in overall financing, but in
reality have had Tittle direct effect on our special education programs
except in salary enhancements. While it could be argued that we could have

diverted more Civiletti funds than we did into special education, doing




such would simply be an exercise in arithmetic. Our special education category
in our operating budget has been increasing annually at a much higher rate
than the total budget increase.

For the past few years we have annually proposed, among other things,
adding guidance counselors in our elementary schools, replacing reading

teachers that we have lost, and improving staffing in our professional devel-

opment center. I could not in good conscience state that we have failed

to do any of these things because of increased costs in special education,
but without question this has been one of the major factors in our failing
to meet other pressing needs.

As indicated, enrollment has been declining in the Washington County
public schools. Table I indicates, however, that with the exception of
1980-81 special education enrollment has remained rather static.

Table I
Special Education Enrollment in Washington County

Pre-school
0-2 3-5 6-17 18-21 Totals

78-79 15 93 1984 2092

79-80 9 108 2654 2771

80-81 18 15 3175 3332

81-82 20 160 2386 185 2751

82-83 16 106 2303 274 2699

83-84 28 233 2501 222 2990

84-85 40 179 2308 210 2737

85-86 36% 1155 2326 92 2669

*Based on October 30, 1986 data (will increase with the December count)




Our projections in 1986-87 for pre-school services are 50 children
in the 0-2 range and 190 in the 3-5 age range. Other enroliments will remain
approximately the same.

We have been fortunate thus far in experiencing few problems with trans-
portation funding. Neither are we experiencing problems at the present
with occupational and physical therapy services. This, however, varies
from time to time as the availability of persons with whom we can contract
fluctuates. Our greatest needs at the present are the need to add several
classroom teachers and aides, additional speech therapists, clerical services,
and adaptive physical education services.

We believe we have learned a great deal about screening and assessing
children with special needs, as well as identifying those children who are
in need of remedial services commonly available in our regular programs.

A full range of services, Levels I through VI, is currently available
in our system. Our inservice program for special education teachers and
for many regular classroom teachers is extensive; our pre-school program
is of high quality; and our school-based planning teams provide local community
and school decision-making as compared to centralized and less personalized
decision-making.

Our needs for enhancement are services to children with visual problems,
those with hearing problems, and an expansion of programs for those who
are emotionally disturbed. This latter group appears to be the fastest
growing in our program. We hope also that there will be a quick resolution
to the matter of inter-county payments for Levels V-VI children.

Among emerging problems we are concerned about is the continued avail-

ability of trained and qualified personnel. Coupled with this is an increased

funding problem as we attempt to remain competitive in attracting the available

qualified people.




Too much of our professional personnel's time is devoted to paper work.

To utilize them to the best advantage we must look for ways to reduce the
paper work and provide more clerical assistance than is now available.

Finally, the greatest problem we see is a shift in public attitude
toward the increasing amount of local funds being expended for special education
as compared to the funds for regular education programs such as music, art,
and programs for the talented and gifted, each supported by a special interest
group.

Thank you for the opportunity to share our thoughts with you.




A7 Attachment
L,

Maryland Association of
Boards of Education

Suite 105 @ 130 Holiday Court ® Anapolis, Maryland 21401 ® (301) 841-5414

January 22, 1986

PRESENTATION BEFORE THE TASK FORCE
TO STUDY THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

In May, 1985, the Maryland Association of Boards of Education, to
which all local boards of education and the State Board of Education
belong, petitioned the Governor to appoint a Task Force on Special Educa-
tion, to review the adequacy and equity of special education funding.

In anticipation of the appointment of the Task Force, MABE named its
own committee on the subject; that committee, chaired by Sarah Johnson of
Prince George's County, directed its staff to review the true costs of
special education, with particular attention to the state, federal and
local shares of those costs.

We have completed that review, and are pleased to share the results
with you today.

As you know, the $100 million program was to be shared by state and
local education agencies on the basis of 70% state, 30% local contribu-
tion. In 1981 that funding mechanism was to expire and to be replaced by a
revised plan.

The mechanism did indeed expire in 1981 but there has been no revi-
sion. The state contribution of $70 million has remained frozen since
1981, while special education costs have continued to rise. The result has
been that local school systems have assumed more and more of the burden.

To examine the true costs of special education MABE surveyed the
twenty-four local school systems for data from FY 1981 through the FY 13986
budget request. We wanted, quite simply, to know how much special educa-
tion programs really cost, and where the money comes from.

The format we used for our survey is shown as Attachment A. You will
note that our survey was inclusive rather than exclusive in seeking to
identify all costs associated with special education.

...continued
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The data collected was used to produce Table I, showing the state,
federal and local shares of special education funding from FY 1981 to FY
1986 (budget). You will note a steady increase in local funding from 50.1%
in FY 1981 to 62.8% in FY 1986. At the same time the state share has
declined from 41,2% to 31.1%.

The same information, broken out county by county, is shown in Table

JEIGS

These charts demonstrate why local boards feel so strongly that
something must be done to restore the balance of state and local special
education funding. This is made even more urgent by the uncertain status
of federal funding due to enactment of the Gramm/Rudman initiative.

For the state to have made the same 41.2% contribution in FY 1986 as
it did in FY 1981, it would have had to add $36,600,000 more in state
funds. Clearly more state money is needed to maintain a balance between
state and local responsibility.

’

...continued




STATE, FEDERAL AND LOCAL
SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDS, BY PERCENT
Fiscal Years 1981-15986
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I began by noting that MABE had asked for the appointment of this Task
Force last May. We had hoped for a formula revision to be enacted by the
1986 General Assembly. Obviously that is impossible.

We do, however, urge this Task Force to recommend that the Governor

grant stopgap relief to locals by increasing the foundation level state
share from $70 million to $80 million in FY 1987 while the Task Force

considers what recommendations to make on the formula in October 1986.
This relief can be made in a supplemental budget request.

In considering the need for relief we ask you to keep the following
points in mind:

e Maryland is one of only six states mandating special education
and related services to handicapped children from birth.

The State contribution to the excess cost of special education
has not increased since the 1980-81 school year. The cost of
program maintenance and improvements have been borne chiefly by
local education agencies.

The State special education funding formula enacted in 1976
proposed a State contribution of 70 percent of the excess cost
of educating a handicapped child by 1981. Currently, 1local
education agencies are contributing over 62 percent of the.
excess cost of special education. This represents a virtual
reversal of the original plan.

The cost for providing transportation to handicapped children
to both public and nonpublic schools is inecreasing and current
funding mechanisms are unable to adequately keep pace with this
needed service. Transportation for some handicapped students
can be seven to nine times more expensive than to other
students. The expectations are that these costs will centinue to
increase as school systems are required to transport special
needs populations such as medically fragile children.

New program demands such as expanded vocational and transitional
services for secondary aged handicapped students will require
additional financial resources if improved opportunities for
employment are to be achieved. Annually, approximately 4,050
students leave public schools and will require some degree of
individualized transition planning.

...continued
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Federal funds provided through P.L. 94-142, Part B have remained
virtually unchanged since fiscal year 1981. In fact, the overall
percentage of federal contribution to the total cost of special
education programs has decreased annually since 1981,

Congressional authorization for P.L. G4-142, Part B is 40 percent
of the average National Per Pupil Cost. The present appropria-

tion is 7 percent, or slightly over $200 per eligible student.

We urge the Task Force, in the strongest possible terms, to contact
the Governor and ask for a supplemental budget request to help local boards
meet their obligations to special education students.
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SPECIAL EDUCATION TTY 659-2666"
VOC-REHABILITATION TTY 659:-2252"
FOR DEAF ONLY

DAVID W. HORNBECK
STATE SUPERINTENDENT

MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
200 WEST BALTIMORE STREET
BALTIMORE, MARYLAND 21201-2595
(301) 659- 2489

March 5, 1986

TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL
EDUCATION

For your information, attached are the proposed
minutes of the Task Force to Study the Funding of Special
Education for the meeting held on February 24, 1986.

The next meeting of the Task Force will be at
9:30 A.M., on March 10, 1986, Calvert Room, State House
Annapolis, Maryland. An agenda of the meeting is
attached.

Sincerely,

-
'l

... Jifr- /
// _._‘._‘In'(__:i_g b‘é_'_‘}"

M. Sciukas
Recording Secretary

MS

Enclosures
Minutes/Attachments
Agenda

“AFFIRMING EQUAL OPPORTUNITY IN PRINCIPLE AND PRACTICE”’




TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE
FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION
AGENDA

March 10, 1986

Adoption of Minutes
Concerns and Issues with regard Parent Advocacy
To Programs and Funding Data Groups

For Serving Handicapped

Other Business

Adjournment




TASK FORCE TO STUDY
THE FUNDING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

Meeting of February 24, 1986

Or. Jean Hebeler, Chairperson of the Task Force to Study the
Funding of Special Education, opened the meeting of the Task
Force on February 24, 1986, at approximately 1:15 P.M., in the State
House, Annapolis, Maryland.

Present were the following:

Dr. Jean Hebeler Ms. Deborah Kendig
Mr. Chester Bullard Dr. Eugene MclLoone
Ms. Ilene Cohen Mr. Norman Moore
Senator Arthur Dorman Mr. Stanley Mopsik
Dr. Mary Ellis Delegate Nancy Murphy
Ms. Martha Fields Dr. Gail Robinson

Also present were Mr. Brian Kelly, representing Mr. Peter Holt,
Ms. Merida Tyler, representing Delegate Elizabeth Smith, and Mr.
Henry Gromada, representing Ms. Sarah Johnson.

Interested parties in attendance are listed on Attachment I.

MINUTES

The minutes of the meeting of January 22, 1986, were amended
to include Mr. Claud E. Kitchens in attendance. The minutes of
January 22, 1986, with the amendment, were approved.

ANNOUNCEMENTS

Or. Hebeler stated that in response to the request of the Task Force,
the Division of Special Education had forwarded with the minutes
information on the Nonpublic Tuition Assistance Program, giving the
Tocal contribution per nonpublic placement. It was distributed to
the Task Force an explanation of the local contribution calculation.
(Attachment II)




SPECIAL EDUCATION TRANSPORTATION FUNDING

Dr. Hebeler introduced Mr. Dick Alexander who discussed the funding
of transportation for handicapped students. Mr. Alexander distributed
to the Task Force Table V, Comparison of Local Expenditures and
Option B and C Funding, page 10, of the report made by the Maryland State
Department of Education to the House Ways and Means Committee, on October
15,1985. (A copy of the report, entitled "The Feasibility of Funding
Special Transportation Services Through a Separate Mechanism", A Report
to the House Ways and Means Committee by the Maryland State Department
of Education, dated October 15, 1985, is attached. Attachment III)

Mr. Alexander stated that in 1982 MSDE went to the current tran-
sportation grant program that provides local school systems with additional
funds only when there is an increase in the Baltimore Area Consumer Price
Index for Private Transportation. The Grant Program paid the counties
on a per vehicle or bus assigned to each county.

Options had been presented to the House Ways and Means Committee.
Option A was the original special transportation formula method,
which required extensive recordkeeping, provided no incentives and required
substantial state control and minimal local control. Option B was
based on special transportation per mile allocation and Option C
based the funding on special transportation per pupil allocation.

Mr. George Donn, Director of Transportation, Washington County,
presented his views on the transportation issue. He thought
that the grant system was good and a 2.19% increase is in the budget
for next year. He further stated that different transportation
programs exist in each county, and that there was no uniformity.
For safety reasons he opposed the use of vans.

Mr. John H. Branch, Director of Transportation, Baltimore
City Public Schools, stated that Baltimore City had an unique situation,
since youngsters are transported by the MTA. Funding is in short supply
for investigation of problems, for purchases of buses, when necessary,
for meeting the mandates of time spent on one-way riding. He felt
that additional funds were needed and BCPS would consider Options
B and C.

Mr. Charles Zakarian, Director of Transportation, Queen Anne's
County, stated that in his county the student population is growing.
In the past he did not have to ask for local funds but for FY 87
local funds will be needed.

The Task Force discussed the issues raised by the presenters.
Since many of the Task Force did not have the entire report, discussion
was limited. The Task Force requested Mr. Alexander to get the state
contributions to each local education agency and to supply the Task
Force information on any State subsidies. Dr. Hebeler also requested
that the presenters submit any recommendaticns they may have to the
Task Force.




ADDITIONAL INFORMATION ON JUVENILE SERVICES

Mr. Chester Bullard distributed to the Task Force additonal
information on the special education population from the Juvenile
Services Administration. (Attachment IV) This handout includes
everything except capitol improvements.

PROPOSED LEGISLATION

Dr. Hebeler distributed to the Task Force copies of HB 1324,
Education-Funding for Children in OQut-of-County Living Arrangements,
(Attachment V), SB 296 - HB 482, Public Education-State Aid (Attachment
VI), and SB 638, HB 1201, Special Education Programs-Required State
Funding (Attachment VII). Discussion was held on these bills and it
was suggested that Dr. Hebeler write to the legislators to inform them
of the existence of the Task Force and that the Task Force is studying
the issues set forth in the bills.

NEXT MEETING

The next meeting of the Task Force will be on March 10, 1986, at
9:30 a.m. in the Calvert Room, State House, Annapolis, Maryland.
Dr. Hebeler stated that at this meeting parent advocate groups would be
invited to attend. She also requested that the Task Force identify
any questions or items on which they feel further information is needed.
She requested that they be sent to the Chair by the next meeting. A
follow-up would be done for any requested information or material.

Further meetings of the Task Force will be held after the legislative
session.

ADJOURNMENT

There being no further business, the meeting adjourned at approximately
4 n.m.

Respectfylly submitted,

W sboaie

M. Sciukas
Recording Secretary
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Attachment I

TASK FORCE TO STUDY THE FUNDING
OF SPECIAL EDUCATION

INTERESTED PARTIES
ATTENDANCE
February 24, 1986

George E. Donn, Transportation Director, Washington, D.C.

Lois Stoner, Montgomery County Board of Education

Maureen K. Steinecke, Maryland Association of Boards of Education, MABE
John Branch, Jr., Baltimore City Public Schools

Charles Zakarian, Director of Supporting Services, Queen Anne's County
Avrum Shavrick, Department of Health and Mental Hygiene, DHMH

Caroll Carnett, Legal Aid, MRDD Project

Philip Holmes, State Coordinating Council, SCC

Maryland State Department of Education

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Dick Alexander, Pupil Transportation
Brian Rice, Federal Projects, Division of Special Education
Dewey Clark, Information Management, Division of Special Education
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Attachment II

LOCAL CONTRIBUTION CALCULATION

NONPUBLIC SCHOOL PLACEMENTS

The Local Contribution per placement in the case of FY 1986
is calculated by first calculating the local basic cost per pupil
for FY 1982 and FY 1984. This is done by taking the costs of
reqgular education as submitted by each local and dividing that
by the full-time equivalent enrollment figure for regular education
also submitted by each local. This creates the local basic cost
per pupil for that year for the LEA. The percentage change between
the FY 1982 and FY 1984 local basic cost per pupil is then calculated.
This percentage is then applied against the FY 1984 local basic
cost per pupil. From the projected FY 1986 local cost per pupil
is substracted the State Aid Cost per Pupil for Current Expense
for FY 1986 to arrive at the first 100% contribution. The first
100% contribution is then added to two times the projected FY
1986 local cost per pupil to arrive at the 300% local contribpution.
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Overview
The current pupil transportation grant program (§5-203 of the

Education Article) provides local school systems with additionai funas only
when there is an increase in the Baltimore Area Consumer Price Index for
Private Transportation. The program does not recognize increases or
decreases in numbers of pupils transported, or any changes in the number or
type of vehicles needed. With regular transportation, the cost per child
is not significantly affected when an additional child is transported.
However, the average per-pupil cost for handicapped pupils is considerably
higher than that for non-handicapped pupils, and in some cases the
gransportation costs for an inaividual nandicapped pupil are significant

higner than the average. As with regular transportation, costs for special

transportation are higher or lower overall based on certain decisions mace

by the school system.

Two significant factors affecting the cost of transporting any pupi!
are the location of the chiid's residence and the Faed A4yt whichgshe
child is assignea. With handicapped pupils these factors, because of the
highly individualized nature of the transportation, are even more critical
to cost. Therefore, no matter what the funding method, the LEA must give
consideration to these items. With the present grant system, there is an
innherent incentive to be efficient, since inefficiency could result in the

expenditure of local funds beyond the State grant.




The number of handicapped pupils transported at public expense has
changed over the past 5 years. In some school systems, the number has
increased appreciably, while in others there have been decreases. Table I
shows these changes by year for each of the LEAs beginning with FY '81, the
year prior to the grant program.

Table II is a comparison between the number of special education
miles traveled in each of the LEAs in FY '8l and FY '85. With only two
exceptions, the mileage nas increased.

There are several funding methods or mechanisms which might be used
to reflect increased costs for transporting handicapped children,

including:

Option A - Special Transportation Formula Method

The original pupil transportation formula (Option A) allowed 7or the
changes in special education transportation. However, tne formula method
involved axtensive recordkeeping dy both tne LzAs and tne MSDE, provided no
incentives for the LEAs to be efficient, and required substantial State
control and minimal local controi. This system essentially involved
funding on a per-State-approved-ous method and resultea in payment for the

vehicle, the miles, and hours. Other reimbursements, such as for driver

pnysical examinations and training, were developed on a per-ous basis to

provide for other appropriate funds.

Option B - Special Transportation Per-Mile Allocation

A second mechanism {Option B) is to review the route mileage for
special transportation vehicles and recognize an average per-mile cost in

each local school system. This factor would not reflect any one size
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vehicle, but with higher mileage generally, and the cost of aides on each
bus, it would be a reasonable approach. This allocation would be separate
from the grant funds provided in §5-203 of the education article, and
allocation adjustments would have no impact on these grants.

Below are the specifics for calculating allocations under this

option.

1. The FY '81 per-mile cost, plus the Consumer Price Inaex increases
as provided for pupil transportation grants in 55-203 of the
fducation Article, would be used as the base for calculation of
additional funds. ;

For FY '87 funding, allocations would be calculated on the
increase between the special transportation miles traveled in
FY '81 and those traveled in FY '85.
For subsequent years, the same method would be used for
calculating allocations, with the mileage figure being updated
(e.qg., for FY '88 funding, the difference between miles traveled
in Y '31 and those in FY '86 would be used).
In the event that the number of special transportation miles
traveled in any year falls oelcw the number traveled in FY il
no additional funds would be provided, but the raqular
cransportation grant amount providea in §5-203 of the Zducaticn
Article would nct be decreased.
Tabie III shows the increased funds, if any, wnich each LEA would
raceive under Option B. Tnis method does not, however, of fer any incentive
to the LEAs for routing efficiency or assignment'of cnildren to the closest

center where adegquate programs are available. Under this option, Ehe State

would automatically pay for all increased miles.

Option C - Special Transportation Per-Pupil Allocation

Option C would recognize increases in the number of handicapped
pupils transported since FY '31 by establishing a per-pupil factor as the

hasis for allocations. This allocation would be separate from the grant

funds provided in §5-203 of the education article, and allocation

adjustments would have no impact on these grants.
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unlike non-handicapped pupils, very few handicapped pupils walk to
and from school, which means there would be no need for recordkeeping or
State requirements concerning eligibility for transportation. The very few
walkers which might be involved would not represent a significant impact on
the overall numbers. This option would limit the State's role to providing
funds based on figures supplied by the LEA, thereby leaving control of the
program with the LEA.

Below are the specifics for calculating allocations under this

option.

1. The FY '81 per-pupil cost, plus the Consumer Price Index
increases as provided for pupil transportation grants in §5-203
of the Education Article, would be used as the obase for
calculation of additional funds.

For FY '87 funding, allocations would be calculated on the
increase between the the numper of handicapped pupils transported
in FY '81 and those transported in FY '85,

For subsequent years, the same method wouid be used for
caiculating aliocations, witn tne numoer transported tigqure teing
updated {e.g., for FY '28 funaing, the difference bdetween numoer
transported in FY '8l and those in FY '86 would pe used).

In the event that the number of hangicapped pupils transportea in
any vear falls below the number transported in FY '81, no
additional funas would be provided, but the regular
transportation grant amount provided in §5-203 of the Education
Article would not be decreased.

Table IV shows the FY '87 increased cost to the State and increased

local income, if any, based on Optiocn C.

Conclusion
One of the documents provided the 1984 Interim Ways and Means
Subcommittee on State Funding of Student Transportation Services was a

chart showing local expenditures for pupil transportation service. This

chart is included in this report as Table V, to provide a comparison of the

-4-




additional funds which would be provided by Option B8 and Option C. Under
bath of these options, the majority of LEAs would receive more new State
funds than their current local expenditures.

The grant program began in FY '82 and was based on the level of
service being provided. Since that time, as specified in §5-203 of the
Education Article, increases have been provided on the basis of the
Consumer Price Index. To change the method of funding for special
transportation services would be to recognize only one area of the overall
pupil transportation program and could be the first step in eroding the
basis of this grant program.

Compared to the grant system currently being used, all three options
discussed would require more involvement at the State level. In the <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>